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Current Topics. 


The Rent Restriction Bill. 

WE suMMARIZE elsewhere the proceedings in the House of Lords 
in Committee on the Rent Restriction Bill. The chief alteration 
which has been made is that Clause 3, which made in a very 
confusing way a number of changes in s. 5 of the Act of 1920, 
relating to restriction on the right of a landlord to recover posses- 
sion, has been withdrawn, and 8. 5 re-enacted with the amendments 
proposed by the Bill. We print the new clause elsewhe-e, and 
the task of understanding and applying in practice the provisions 
as to recovery of possession will be greatly facilitated. But 
there will be matters of great practical difficulty for county court 
judges to decide. For this we need onl¥ refer to the elaborate 
terms in which “alternative accommodation” is described : 
see s-s. (1) (d). What, for instance, is the “ security of tenure 
reasonably equivalent to the security afforded by the Act in 
the case of a” protected house? An important change has 
been made by restoring the six months’ limit on recovery of 
excess payments of rent, which was contained in the Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Act, 1917, but not in the Rent Restriction 
Act, 1920. 


The Report on the Carriage of Goods by Sea Bill. 
THe Joint Setect Committee on the Carriage of Goods by 
Sea Bill has issued its Report, and the Bill has been reprinted 
with the amendments recommended by the Committee. These 
do not interfere with the principle of the Bill, but only make 
provision for certain special cases. A new clause has been added 
making special provision for the coasting trade, and another 
new clause relating to bulk cargoes has been added in the interest 
of the coal exporters. The Committee say that, assuming legisla- 
tion on the lines of the Bill to be necessary, there is, in view of 
the amendments which have been made, no serious opposition 
to the Bill from the commercial interests affected, and the great 
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majority of them are strongly in favour of it. But, as is well 
known, the Bill has been strongly criticised by Lord Justice 
SCRUTTON on the ground that it involves an interference with 
freedom of contract. The Committee heard on this point both 
the Lord Justice and Mr. MacKinnon, K.C., but they do not 
give any opinion upon it. It is, they say, a question of policy 
which the Government must decide, and which, it is understood, 
has already been decided. The Rules relating to Bills of Lading 
scheduled to the Bill, and which the Bill is intended 
to make operative, have in fact been the subject of continual 
negotiation in the last two years, and they represent an agreed 
aurrangement The view of the promoters of the Bill is, we 
believe, that the present freedom of contract between shippers 
and shipowners does not, in substance, exist. It is very like the 
freedom of contract between a passenger and a railway company, 
and when matters have arrived at this stage, it is better to drop 
the technical freedom and substitute the practical protection of 
agreed general rules The reference of the Bill to the Joint 
Committee has had the desired effect of satisfying the various 
commercial interests, and it may be anticipated that it will be 


which are 


passed as now amended 


Income Tax Reparation. 

\N INTERESTING statement as to the circumstances under 
watch the Inland R ‘venue accept 
Income Tax evasion has been issued by Sir Wittiam JoyNson- 
Hicks, who was asked in the House of Commons whether persons 
are not deterred from voluntary disclosure and payment by fear 
of criminal proceedings. It appears that where the taxpayer 
tikes the initiative and voluntarily discloses his past frauds and 
their full extent, and is also prepared to facilitate investigation 
into his affairs, the Board of Inland Revenue will not institute 
but will accept a pecuniary settlement. 


‘reparations ” in cases of 


criminal proceedings 
(nd though the disclosure is not made on the initiative of the 
taxpaver, but is the result of requests for further accounts; or 
further particulars in connection with accounts already rendered, 
forthwith comes forward with a full and frank disclosure 
of past frauds, this is accepted by the Board as equivalent to a 
voluntary disclosure, and, provided full investigation is facilitated, 


vet if h 


a pecuniary settlement is accepted without criminal proceedings. 
he amount accepted will be determined by the circumstances 
of the particular case, but will in no case exceed the full amount 
ssed duties and the penalties ; and due regard will 
be had to the taxpayer's means, not only in determining the 
imount to be accepted, but also in fixing the date or dates of 
piyment. But the full penalty is not necessarily demanded, and 
the amount depends. it seems, on the extent to which the 


of the unasse 


disclosure is really voluntary 


Penalties for Income Tax Offences. 

It MAY BE remembered that the question of preventing evasion 
of Income Tax was dealt with in Part VI of the Report of the 
Income Tax Commission. While the amount that the Revenue 
thus loses cannot be definitely known, it is estimated at a very 
substantial sum -from five to ten millions. and, as the Com- 
mission obse rved, the oreat Increase in the rate of tax of recent 
years had offered such a powerful inducement to the weak tax- 
payer to evade his proper liability, that a strengthening of the 
powers of the administration had become ne essary. To this end 
various recommendations were made, partly with the view of 
viving the assessing authorities greater power of calling for and 
investigating accounts, and partly with the view of making the 
) ‘nalties more effective For the latter purpose it was recom- 
nie nded that the existing time limit of three years for recovering 
penalties should be extended to six years, that the penalties 
recoverable in the High Court should be increased, and that the 
pr nalty for a ding and abetting should be made more severe, 
"he limit of three years is prescribed by s. 221 (3) of the Income 
Tax Act, 1918, and the penalty for neglect to make returns is 
£50 under s. 107, and for fraudulent returns or conduct is treble the 
tax, and for aiding and abetting is £50: 5.132. These recommenda- 
tions have been partly carried out by s. 23 of the Finance Act of 





this year, which by s-s. (1) increases the time limit to six years, 
by s-s. (2) substitutes for £50 a penalty of £20 and treble tax for 
tailure to make returns ; and by s-s. (3) the penalty for aiding 
and abetting in making false returns is increased to £500. The 
Commission thought that an additional revenue of seven to 
eight millions might be secured by these means, but they suggested 
that increased penalties should not be operative for a year after 
their enactment, so as to admit of voluntary reparation. This 
postponement does not appear to be incorporated in the present 
Finance Act but the statement made by Sir WiLLtam Joynsoy- 
Hicks may have the desired effect. 


The Treaty Charge and International Law. 

THE QUESTION of the operation of the Treaty Charge on the 
property of ex-enemy nationals has again been raised by Lord 
PARMOOR in the House of Lords and in correspondence in The 
Times, and reference has been made to the interim Report of 
Lord Justice YouNGER’s Committee issued a year ago. That 
Committee was appointed by the Board of Trade to advise on 
application for the release of property from the charge, in favour 
of ex-enemy aliens in necessitous circumstances. To a small 
extent the Government has allowed a relaxation of the charge 
created under the Treaty of Versailles and other Peace Treaties, 
sanctioned by the Treaty of Peace Acts, and put into operation 
by the Treaty of Peace Orders. We have so often expressed our 
opinion that the Treaty Charge is at variance with the well- 
settled rule of International Law, which preserves the property 
of enemy aliens on land from spoliation, that we have nothing to 
add on that point. We noticed it recently in calling attention 
to the decision of the House of Lords in Public Trustee v. Wolf 
(ante, p. 695). The Report of Lord Justice YouNGER’s Committee 
takes too favourable a view of the Treaties. They regard the 
charge as not in principle involving a serious interference with 
legitimate proprietary rights, but they point out that in practice 
this has been the effect and that the charge has operated harshly. 
The theory, of course, is that the British Government takes, say, 
£1,000 of German private property in this country and tells the 
German to get it back from his own Government. And we 
assume that that Government has undertaken the obligation for 
repayment. But it is quite a new principle that A can appropriate 
the property of B and tell him to look to C for repayment. And 
in any case, according to the Committee’s Report, only a fraction 
of the amount is in fact repaid-—a matter which the Committee 
state * is highly injurious to the international financial reputation 
of this country.” No doubt in course of time the Peace Treaties 
will be revised, but that will not alter the immediate injury. 
The Marquis of Satispury, who disclaimed responsibility for the 
Treaty of Versailles, and was prepared to make inquiries, con- 
cluded his reply with the words : ‘* These things are very pathetic, 
and [ wish they had never oceurred.”” But Lord Parmoor has 
given notice of resolutions, which he intends to move in the 
autumn, designed to put an end to the charge and to restore the 
principles of International Law. 


The Passing of the Capitulations. 

THE RATIFICATION on Tuesday by the Turkish Assembly 
and Ministry of the Treaty signed by [comet PasHa at Lausanne, 
and also by the plenipotentiaries of the Allied Powers, brings 
to an end a chapter of European history which has lasted 
since the days of Queen ExizapetTu. For over three centuries 
European subjects in Turkey have been privileged persons, 
protected by “ Capitulations ” against abuse of Turkish legal 
procedure ; now these privilegia are completely gone. Under 
the Capitulations Europeans possessed inter alia the following 
privileges: (1) they could be tried and sentenced for criminal 
offences only in their own consular courts; (2) they could not 
be arrested except under a warrant countersigned by their own 
(3) they could not be subjected to personal 
taxation, although liable to customs and excise duties ; (4) their 
residences could not be violated by Government officials ; (5) they 
were judged as regards marriages, commercial contracts, and 
crimes in accordance with the personal law of their own 


consular officials ; 





Chie 

Tim 
the ¢ 
that 

than 
The 

subst 
of pu 
judge 
(2) t 
dama 
ment 
and | 
he th 
the \ 
* just 
the | 
subst 
consi: 
bond | 
suppc 
he mi 
his co 
tion.” 
that t 
not fa 
anoth 
the or 
Appea 
an int 
sistent 
theref 
of the 


dissen: 


Coven 
ANo 
serutin 
earnin; 
is affor 
the Co 
to be e 
salesm 
years 

direct] 
Within 
ineludi 
Tustice 





years ; 
ax for 
aiding 


The 


en to 
zested 
; after 

This 
resent 
NSON- 


n the 
Lord 
i The 
ort of 
That 
se on 
avour 
small 
harge 
aties, 
ation 
d our 
well- 
perty 
ng to 
ntion 
Wolf 
Littee 
1 the 
with 
ctice 
shly. 
say, 
s the 
1 we 
n for 
riate 
And 
tion 
ittee 
ition 
aties 
jury. 
r the 
con- 
etic, 
has 
the 

: the 


n bly 
nne, 
‘ings 
sted 
1ries 
ons, 
egal 
nder 
ving 
inal 
not 
own 
ynal 
heir 
hey 


and 


own 





July 28,- 1923 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





[Vol. 67] 761 








= 
nationality ; and (6) they were exempted from the requirements of 
military or police service, compulsory education of their children, 
and religious observances. Now these immunities disappear, 
and the Rule of Impartial Law is established, at least in theory, 
as between Turk and alien. But a Convention of even date 
with the Treaty, which is expressed to endure for five years, 
gives a certain amount of indirect protection against the abuses 
expected in the administration of a semi-barbarous country. 
Arrests are to be “ notified” to special “ Counsellors” at the 
five great cities of the Turkish Empire, who are to inform the 
consuls in the case of Europeans; the usual methods of 
“Diplomatic Representatives and Protection” ean then be 
put into force, if necessary, by the nationals’ own Ambassadors. 
There is to be freedom of religion observance, and management of 
Christian schools by Christian representatives. There is to be 
reciprocity as regards tax arrangements between the liabilities 
of foreigners in Turkey and Turks in the foreigners’ own state. 
No one quite knows how these new arrangements will work, 
but a great page of International Legal History is closed with the 
passing of the Capitulations. 


The Judgment in Stopes y. Sutherland. 


THE Court oF APPEAL has reversed the judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice in favour of the defendant in Stopes v. Sutherland, 
Times, 20th inst. It will be recollected that the plaintiff sued 
the defendant for an alleged newspaper libel, namely, a statement 
that her methods of birth-control were of a more criminal character 
than those for which CHARLES BRADLAUGH had been convicted. 
The defences were (a) a plea that the alleged libel was true in 
substance and in fact, and (b) a plea of “fair comment oa a matter 
of public interest.” The jury, in reply to questions put by the 
judge, found (1) that the facts contained in the libel were true, 
(2) that they were not “‘ fair comment,” and (3) they assessed 
damages in favour of the plaintiff. Lord Hewarr, after argu- 
ment, treated the first reply as a finding that the libel was justified, 
and rejected the second reply as inconsistent with the first ; 
he therefore entered judgment for the defendant, notwithstanding 
the verdict of the jury. But it is clear that the defence of 
“ justification ” involves two separate points, namely, first, that 
the libel, so far as it consists of statements of fact, is true in 
substance and in fact, and, secondly, that the libel, so far as it 
consists of inferences and opinions,. is “‘ fair comment ’’ made 
bond fide in the public interest. The defendant, in order to 
support a plea of justification, must prove both these issues ; 
he must show not merely that his facts are true, but also that 
his comment is fair. If he fails in either, there is no“ justifica- 
tion.” Here the jury’s replies could be interpreted as meaning 
that the facts were proved, but that the comment upon them was 
not fair ; if so interpreted, they are perfectly consistent with one 
another. But, thusinterpreted, they fall short of “justification,” 
the onus of proving which is on the defendant. In the Court of 
Appeal BANKEs and Scrurton, L.JJ., saw no reason for rejecting 
an interpretation of the jury’s replies which makes them con- 
sistent in favour of one which makes them inconsistent, and 
therefore they accepted the verdict of the jury as one in favour 
of the plaintiff, although Lord Justice YOUNGER delivered a 
dissenting judgment. 


Covenants in Restraint of Trade. 


ANOTHER ILLUSTRATION of the modern tendency carefully to 
serutinize restrictive covenants which debar an employé from 
earning his livelihood after the termination of his employment, 
isafforded by H. J.Willett Ltd. v. Beasely, Times, July 13th, where 
the Court of Appeal overruled Rocue, J., and held such a covenant 
to be excessive, and therefore invalid. The employé was a motor 
salesman, and his restrictive covenant restrained him, for five 
Years after determination of his agency, from undertaking, 
directly or indirectly, “any branch of the motor business ” 
within a radius of fifty miles from Colchester—a wide area, 
eluding a very large part of the London district. As Lord 


court has to consider (1) the nature of the plaintiff's business, 
and the amount of protection it requires; (2) the width or 
narrowness of the restrictive clause ; and (3) the question whether 
it is unreasonably wide. Lord Hatpane, in Mason v. Provident 
Clothing Company, 1913, A.C. 724, 734, laid down the present 
rule: “ The practice of putting into these agreements anything 
that is favourable to the employer is one which the courts have 
to check, and the judges have to see that Lord MACNAGHTEN’S 
test [7.e., in the Nordenfeldt Case, 1894, A.C., p.565: Whether 
or not the restriction is reasonably necessary and no more than 
necessary for the covenantee’s protection] is carefully observed.” 
The rule was lucidly explained by Lord Justice YOUNGER in 
Attwood v. Lamont, 1920, 3 K.B., 571. Applying this principle 
to the facts indicated above, the Court of Appeal took the view 
that (1) The employer's business was essentially one dealing in 
Ford cars and products, a comparatively limited branch of 
motor business, whereas the covenant restrained the employé 
from undertaking “‘ any branch” of the motor business, so that 
the business to be protected and covenant were not on equivalent 
planes ; (2) the restrictive clause was in such wide terms as to 
prevent the employé from taking part in either the manufacture 
of cars, or the assembly of their parts, or the building of motor 
boats, and was, therefore, such as to debar him from almoat 
any kind of work in which he had experience ; and (3) the area, 
indeed any area including a vast stretch of London, was far 
too extensive for the purposes of merely protecting the employer's 
business. The covenant was therefore held to be unenforceable. 
The moral of this and the series of decisions within the last 
ten years is that the legal advisers of employers, in drafting 
the restrictive clause in such agreements, must take great care 
to see that it imposes no more restraint than is absolutely necessary 
for the employer's protection. 


Sweets and Charity. 

AN UNUSUAL testamentary disposition came before Mr. Justice 
RUSSELL recently in the case of Re Pleasants: Pleasants vy. 
Attorney-General, Times, 19th inst. The testator by his will 
directed that out of the rents of certain houses which he devised 
to a local authority prizes should be given to school children in 
the parish who attained distinction in the manner therein men- 
tioned, and, subject to those prizes, there was to be provided, 
out of the fund, on every bank holiday, a pennyworth of sweets 
each for all boys and girls below the age of fourteen resident 
within the parish. [t was contended that the gift of sweets was 
confined to children attending the school, and was therefore a gift 
for the advancement of education and a good charitable bequest. 
In support of this contention reference was made to Re Mellody, 
1918, 1 Ch. 228, where a fund left to provide an annual treat or 
field day for the school children of a parish was held to be a good 
charitable g'ft, as tending to the advancement ot education and 
as being beneficial to a particular section of the community. 
RussE., J., however, found that, there being no provision in the 
will confining the gift to children who attended the school. the 
gift was not charitable and was therefore void. It may well be 
that the habit of eating sweets is pernicious when carried to 
excess, and in a recent case relating to the legislation provid'ng 
for the early closing of shops in respect of the sale of sweets, 
Avory, J., pointed out (ohiter) that that sort of legislation was 
intended “to restrain the vicious propensities of those who 
indulged in the eating of sweetmeats up to bedtime ” (see London 
County Coun il v. Gainsborough, 39 T. L.R. 422). It is unfortunate 
that the gift in the present case, which would undoubtedly have 
g'ven much harmless pleasure, was not so framed as to he capable 
of being carried into effect. 


Interrogation of Prisoners’ Relatives by Police. 


Sir Ernest WILD, in a post office prosecution for alleged 
larceny of a cheque in a registered postal packet, has just laid 
down a canon for the observance of police detectives which is 
based on a quite intelligible principle, but does not appear to 





Justice BANKES put it in his judgment, in all these cases the 
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be a definite rule of the law of evidence. A detective, after the 
arrest and charging of the accused, had visited his house and put 
a series of questions to his wife. Now, under the Criminal 
Evidence Act of 1898, the husband or wife of a prisoner is not 
a compellable witness for the prosecution except in six special 
cases set out in a schedule, none of which are here relevant. 
The police, therefore, could not have called the woman without 
the prisoner’s consent, and hence, according to the Recorder 
of London, they ought not to have interrogated her about the 
offence after her husband had once been arrested and charged. 
After a definite charge is made neither side is entitled, as a matter 
of etiquette, to approach the witnesses of the other side with a 
view to extracting evidence from them, and, the wife must primd 
facie be deemed to be a witness for the husband who alone can 
call her. This would seem to be the reasoning which lies behind 
the Recorder’s expression of opinion, although he did not give 
his reasons, It certainly seems a wholesome rule in ordinary 
practice. 








Powers and the Law of Property 
Act, 1922. 
I. 

Legal and Equitable Estates and Interests.—We have discussed 
from time to time the new arrangement of estates and interests 
in land into legal estates and equitable interests, but we have 
not so far discussed the new arrangement of powers into legal 
powers and equitable powers. The general result as to estates 
and interests depends on two fundamental changes in the law: 
the confining of legal estates to the fee simple, and terms of years, 
and the repeal of the Statute of Uses. As regards the nature of 
equitable interests no change is made. It has been possible 
hitherto (1) to create equitable estates for life, estates tail, and 
remainders, corresponding to similar estates at law; and (2) to 
create estates arising by way of shifting trusts, corresponding to 
shifting uses under the Statute of Uses (Leake on Property in 
Land, 2nd ed., 341). In future there will be no legal estates for 
life, or in tail, or in remainder, but all such estates will be equitable. 
Thus the result of confining legal estates of freehold to the fee 
simple is not to increase the classes of equitable interests, but 
only to increase the number of interests in each class. For 
instance, the class of equitable life interests or estates tail is 
increased by including in it all life interests and estates tail, 
whether formerly legal or equitable. The class of equitable 
remainders is increased by including in it all interests taking 
effect by way of remainder, whether formerly legal or formerly 
equitable. Legal estates in all these classes might formerly have 
been created either at Common Law or under the Statute of Uses, 
though in practice they were usually created under the Statute 
of Uses. But shifting estates—that is, estates which did not wait 
for the determination of a previous estate of freehold in the 
regular course, so as to operate by way of remainder—could only 
be created at law under the Statute of Uses, and with the repeal 
of that statute, they can necessarily be created only in equity. 
Accordingly the class of equitable shifting interests is increased 
by including in it interests which were formerly created at law by 
way of shifting use. It should be noticed that formerly a limita- 
tion which in its inception might operate as a remainder, and so, 
if contingent, was liable to destruction, could not be saved by 
treating it as an executory limitation --whether a shifting use or 
an executory devise (the other mode of executory limitation) : 
Purefoy v. Rogers, 2 Saund. 380, 388 ; Re Wrightson, 1904, 2 Ch. 
95, 104; White v. Summers, 1908, 2 Ch. 256, 263. But the 
statutory provisions for saving contingent remainders from 
destruction (Real Property Act, 1845, s. 8 ; Contingent Remain- 
ders Act, 1877), deprived the distinction of its importance. 
Thus all limited estates in possession and all future estates, 
whether by way of remainder or of executory limitation, take 
effect only in equity, and in order to avoid any question as to the 





continuance of this freedom of creating partial interests, present 
and future, it is expressly provided by s. 28 of the Law of Property 
Act, 1922, as follows :— 

**(3) . . . save as otherwise éxpressly provided by this Act, interests 
in land which, under the Statute of Uses or otherwise, could before the 
commencement of this Act have heen created as legal interests, shal] 
be capable of being created as equitable interests.” 


Powers.—Provision is thus made for legal estates and equitable 
interests, and the owner of a legal estate is called an estate owner : 
Law of Property Act, ss. 1 (2), 188 (13). As to powers the Act 
contains the following provisions :— 

Section 1 (5). Every power of appointment over, or power to convey 
or charge land or any interest therein, whether created by a statute 
or other instrument or implied by law, and whether created before 
or after the commencement of this Act (not being a power vested in a 
legal mortgagee, or chargee by way of legal mortgage, or an estate 
owner in right of his estate, and exercisable by him or by another 
person in his name and on his behalf) shall after such commencement 
operate only in equity. 

(6)... powers which by this Act are to operate in equity only are 
in this Act referred to as “ equitable powers.” 

And the definition clause has— 

“Section 188 (14). ‘Legal powers’ mean the powers vested in a 
chargee by way of legal mortgage or in an estate owner under which a 
legal estate can be transferred or created; and ‘equitable powers’ 
mean all the powers (under which equitable interests or powers only 
can be transferred or created) in or over land which are not legal 
powers. 

Thus s. 1 and the definition clause both expressly define 
equitable powers, the definitions somewhat differing in terms; 
and the negative definition of legal powers in s. 1 (5) also differs 
from the express definition in s. 188 (14). 

Existing Divisions of Powers.—Whether these duplicated and 
differing definitions will be a source of confusion or not, it seems 
quite clear that the new arrangement of powers into legal and 
equitable will effect a much-needed simplification. Hitherto 
powers have been classified in various ways—according to their 
creation ; according to their relation to the estate and interest 
of the donee of the power ; and according to their object ; but 
the manner in which the classification is presented in the books 
has made the matter both difficult and confusing. 


1. Powers classified according to Origin.—Classified according 
to their origin or creation, powers have been classified as Common 
Law powers ; powers operating under the Statute of Uses; and 
equitable powers ; and the very important class of powers which 
derive their effect from statute have been classed either as 
Common Law powers—-which, though adopted by Lord 
Str. Leonarps, is of course wrong--or as statutory powers: 
Goodeve’s Real Property, 3rd ed., 289. In fact, the only Common 
Law power relating to freeholds—the power by which an executor, 
who was directed to sell lands, could pass the legal estate from 
the heir to the purchaser—is obsolete, while statutory powers have 
become of great importance. In modern conveyancing, powers 
relating to land have in general operated under the Statute of 
Uses (see Co. Litt. 271b, Butler’s Note, vii), but these disappear 
with the repeal of that Statute. Equitable powers act only 
upon the equitable interest in the land, and when, as the result of 
the execution of the power, the entire beneficial interest is disposed 
of, the holder of the legal estate must convey that estate 
accordingly ; Farwell on Powers, 3rd ed., p. 3. In future 
equitable powers may cover powers which formerly operated 
under the Statute of Uses and also powers which were formerly 
equitable powers. Hence, apart from the special definitions 
in the Law of Property Act, 1922, the classes of powers would be 
reduced to statutory powers and equitable powers. 


2. According to the Estate of the Donee-—The classification of 

powers according to their relation to the estate and interest of 

the donee of the power—or his want of estate—shews an equal 

lack of uniformity in the books. It may, perhaps, be stated 
as follows :— 

I. The donee of the power may himself have no estate in 

the land and then (a) if. while having no estate, he can dispose 
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of the land generally, the power is“ collateral” ; (6) if he can 


himself take no interest under the exercise of the power, it is 

“ simply collateral.” 

II. If he has an estate in the land, and (a) the exercise of the 
power affects his estate, the power is “‘ appendant ” ; (6) if it 
does not affect his estate, but operates only after that estate 
has come to an end, it is“ in gross.” 

The objection to these terms is that they are for the most part 
mere labels, and give little or no indication of the particular 
yariation they denote. Instances of them are as follows :—I (a) 
a general power of appointment given to a person who has no 
interest in the land; I (b) a power of sale given to trustees ; 
II (a) a tenant for life’s power to sell or lease ; IL (6) a tenant 
for life’s power to jointure or to appoint among his children. 
But practically these distinctions are only important in respect 
of the extinguishment and suspension of powers: Farwell, 
8rd ed. 10; and their importance has been diminished, if not 
destroyed, by s. 52 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, enacting that 
‘ a person to whom any power, whether coupled with an interest 
or not, is given, may by deed release, or contract not to exercise 
the power. This appears to be intended to include all powers, 
except powers coupled with a trust or duty, which fall into a 
different category: Re Eyre, 49 L.T. 259; Saul v. Pattinson, 
55 L.J., Ch. 831; and by a power not coupled with an interest 
a power simply collateral appears to be meant. As to the 
suspension and extinguishment of powers generally, see Farwell, 
3rd ed., chap. II, where, somewhat curiously, this subject is 
discussed before their creation. 

3. According to their Object.—Practically the most important 
classification of powers is according to their object, and this is 
threefold : powers which affect the beneficial interest, such as 
powers of appointment ; powers which affect the nature of the 
property, but do not further affect the beneficial interest, such as 
powers of sale ; and powers which only affect the management of 
property, such as powers of leasing. We do not touch here 
powers of attorney which stand on a separate footing. 

(To be continued.) 








Absolute Liability in Tort. 


OnE of the most significant of recent developments in our Common 
Law has been the tendency to minimize the necessity of proving 
‘intent”’ or “ negligenc.” or “ malice” on the part of a 
defendant, and the correlative expansion of the class of circum- 
stances in which law imposes an “ absolute liability.” This 








tendency shows itself both in civil and in criminal law ; both in | 
the enactments of the Legislature and in the judicial interpreta- 


tion of common law rules or statutes. 

In the sphere of criminal law the high-water mark of this 
stream of tendency is probably to be found in the case of Rez v. 
Thomas Wheat, 1921, 2 K.B. 119, where the Court of Criminal 
Appeal held that it is no defence in law to an indictment for 
bigamy that the prisoner, at the time of the alleged bigamous 
marriage, believed, in good faith and on reasonable grounds, that 
he had been divorced from the prior marriage, if in fact he had 
not been divorced. The accused had commenced, through a 
solicitor, divorce proceedings against his first wife; these were 
undefended, and after certain steps had been taken,he bond fide 
believed that the proceedings had been concluded by a decree 
in his favour. The trial judge imposed a nominal sentence and 
gave his certificate for an appeal on the special question whether 
bond fide belief on reasonable grounds is a good answer to such a 


charge. The Court of Criminal Appeal held that it isnot. Aman | 


who has once been married acts at his peril if he marries again 
during the lifetime of his first wife; whether he is guilty of 
bigamy or not does not depend on mens rea on his part but in 
the correctness of his information and knowledge ; except in the 
special case, provided by s. 57 of the Offences Against the Person | 
Act, 1861, where seven years’ absence of the other spouse and | 
honest belief in his or her death is expressly made a defence. 


In the sphere of tort, absolute liability has shown lately a very 
decided tendency to expand. Fifty years ago, “ absolute 
liability,” as distinct from various forms of negligence, malice, 
and trespass, was generally assumed by practitioners and writers 
in text-books to be confined to the case of “‘ dangerous things 
which a man brings on his land and must keep there at his peril ” : 
as exemplified by the rule in Rylands v. Fletcher, L.R. 3 H.L. 330. 
Even in such cases there were established the three familiar 
exceptions of “ Vis major,” “ Contributory Negligence,”’ and 
‘ Criminal Act of a third party.” It is true that the rule showed 
a tendency to extend itself from “ dangerous things brought on 
premises * to dangerous animals and to dangerous chattels, such 
as guns and poisonous hair-washes. But it was generally taken for 
granted that it did not apply to anything which was not of a 
very concrete and obviously dangerous character, 

But gradually there have grown up two novel applications of 
the doctrine the limits of which are still far from certain. The 
first of these applications is found in the case of abstract natural 
forces, such as electricity or heat or vibration, which a person 
brings into operation by his dealings with his premises : Hastern 
and South African Telegraph Co. v. Cape Town Tramways, 1902, 
A.C. 381 ; Robinson v. Kilvert, 41 Ch. D. 88 ; Kine v. Jolly, 1905, 
1 Ch. 480. The most recent, as well as the most remarkable, of 
these cases is the decision of Mr. Justice AstBuRY in Hoare & Co. 
v. McAlpine, 1923, 1 Ch. 167, already commented on in these 
columns. Here, in preparing a site for a large building in the 
heart of the City, the defendants drove a very great number of 
piles into the soil ; a heavy vibration was thereby set up which 
caused serious structural damage, with the result that the greater 
part had to be taken down in compliance with a dangerous 
structure notice; it was held by the learned judge that the 
“ vibration ” was a dangerous thing which the undertakers must 
cause at their peril in accordance with the rulein Rylands v. Fletcher, 
supra. The case was complicated, and the principle somewhat 
obscured, by much incidental discussion as to the status of old 
buildings in respect of damage done to them; but the general 
doctrine of absolute liability, as explained above, emerges clearly 
from the judgment. 

The other recent development of special interest is on very 
different lines, and is specially illustrated by Manton v. Brocklebank, 
1923, 1 K.B., in which the view of the Divisional Court has been 
overruled by the Court of Appeal. The question turned on 
whether or not a mare placed in the same field with a horse is a 
“ dangerous animal ”’ to which the rule of Rylands v. Fletcher, 
applies. There are two recognized classes of animals, namely, 
animalia fere nature and animalia mansuete nature, or wild and 
domestic animals respectively, of which the former, when in 
captivity, are universally agreed to be “‘ dangerous things ” and 
the latter normally are not so: Hudson v. Roberts, 6 Ex., 697 ; Lee 
v. Riley, 18 C.B., N.S. 722 ; Cox v. Burbidge, 13 C.B., N.S. 430. 
Sut a difficulty has always existed as regards an intermediate 
class, namely tame animals in a state in which they are inclined 
to special fierceness, ¢.g., cats with a litter of kittens, dogs with 
their puppies, and mares awaiting a stallion: per Chief Justice 
Hott, in Mason v. Keeling, 1699, 12 Mod. 335. 

The older authorities, such as Cox v. Burbidge, supra, took the 
view that such animalsare primarily “ tame,” andthat no absolute 
liability to keep them at the owners’ peril exists ; liability only 
arises on special proof of ‘‘ scienter,” as in the well-known case 
of the dog’s second bite. But Cox v. Burbidge was decided in 
1863, whereas Fletcher v. Rylands was not decided until 1866, 
and there is a dictum of BLackBuRN, J., in that leading case 
which seems to apply it to such animals. At any rate the 
tendency since 1866 has been to bring animals of the kind in 
question into the class of fer@ natura, or “ dangerous things,” 
which a man must keep at his peril, and this tendency reached its 
climax in the Divisional Court’s decision in Manton v. Brocklebank, 
supra. The defendant had put a mare for the purpose of agist- 
mentinthe same field asthe plaintiff's horse, also for agistment, and 
without giving any notice to the plaintiff. The mare kicked 
the horse and it had to be destroyed. The Divisional Court 































































THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





July 28, 1923 











felt bound to follow Lord Hoxv’s dictum in Mason v. Keeling, 
supra th lar remark of BLacksurn, J., in Fletcher v. 
Riuland ul a preference to the ell known case of Cox v. 
Burbidge, supi hey held that the mare, in her then condition, 
was a “ dangerous thing,” and that an absolute liability for 
injuries it might do in such circumstances inheres in its custodian 
if he places if e! ( do damags But the Court of Appeal 
have hesitated to go so far. They held that a mare is primd facie 
an animal ansuele nature, and that the fact that she is in the 
same field : male horse cannot be regarded as transferring 
her i dangerous thing” of the intermediate class referred 
to. Hl t ( er} Oo thin the ambit of Fletcher v. 





Kes Judicate. 


Legal and Equitable Limitations: Acceleration 
of Remaindei 
Re B rhea Brooke v. Dichkson, ante, p. 504, CLA.) 

The con Inte t ion of the Law of Property Act, 1922, 
will prev thes itv for further decisions upon the questions 
! ii dink I; ) “wp w! n are limitations in strict s< ttle- 
ment legal a wh quitable ; and, if they are legal, 
mid an intert i tate is not ready to vest on the determina- 
1 the pr i tate, is the next remainder accelerated, 
or are the rent | profits in the meantime undisposed of ? It has 
been tled t1 in « of equitable limitations, the remain- 
der is ac lerated len Re Willis, 1917, 1 Ch. 365; 
Re Conunahe toP 1,1. Ch. A9t: but in the case of legal limitations 
it is not Res A iO) Ch. 374 In the above case Russell, J., 
1928. 1 Ch. 8 . 4 p. 33 held that the limitations were 
legal. not wit vlis clau conferring wide powers of mange- 
ment on tl tr t he followed Re Scott, though doubting 
whether in that « rroper effect was given to the Contingent 
Remainders Act, 1877 In the Court of Appeal it was held that 
the powers of mar ment required the trustees to take the 
leval estate ; henee the limitations were equitable and there was 
no need to consid Re Scott. Probably the point in that case 
will not avai ise. \ftier Ist January. 1925, or such date as the 
Law of Propert Act con into operation, the legal estate in 
feo simpl Wl n the t int for life, and all the settlement 
lirnitati will be equitabl 

Covenants running with Land in Equity. 


(Chamblee v. Randall, 19238, 1 Ch. 149.) 


Some day dont! code of rul will be settled to shew 
to what extent 1 rheti ovenant entel linto by a purchaser 
of land are available for the vendor and his successors in title, 
and, on the other hand. bir thi purchas r and his successors in 
title, but at p nt the matter presents a good deal of difficulty. 
Since the burden of covenant does not run with the land at 
law as betwee ndor d purchaser (Austerberry v. Oldham 
Cor pore fio? zo 1. Fou th natter dlepends, as regards the 
pure} ! 1] ' us, on the doctrine that the covenant 
creates an eq hI isenyent and binds the land in the hands of 
wsivns taking with notice. But the numerous recent cases, of 
which Chamber ‘ Randall upra, is the latest, have been 
concerned with the enforcement of the covenant by the vendor 
and persor iene mder him. Of course, as between the 
vendor and the purch r. the covena is binding as a personal 
contract, and if the co vant i ® framed that the benefit is 
clearl “ant at te i ! ad pi ce of land, t! n it reins with that 
land: Rogers v. H youd, 1900, 2 Ch. 388, 107. \nd though there 
is no such annexing of the covenant to the land, the vendor, 
on th ubsequent le of the land which he retains or part 
thereof, can i the benefit of the covenant with the land 
sold, and thereafter it i ! ble by the owner of that land. 
though probably on cach successiy hange of title there must be 
an express assignment of the covenant. But it appears that the 
original vendor can only enforce the covenant against an assign 
of the purchaser so long as he retains neighbouring property for 
the benefit of which he may require the covenant ; and after he 
has parted with all his | ! he cannot enforce it against the 
covenantor’s assign, and vuurse his executors cannot. The 
latter point, that tl exccutors could not enforce it, was the 
point actually « ided by Sarevant, J... in Chambers v. Randall, 
supra; but it seems from the reasoning of the judgment that the 
vendor himself could not Nore it awainst the covenantor’s 
assign after he had parted with all his land, and this is in 
accordance with Formby v. Parker, 1903, 2 Ch, 539, and London 





Counly Council v. Allen, 1914, 3 K.B. 642. But where the other 
land of the original vendor and the benefit of the covenant both 
unite in the same person, it may be that that person can enforce 
the covenant: IJves v. Brown, 1919, 2 Ch. 314; Northbourne y. 
Johnston & Son, 1922, 2 Ch. 309; though when this can be done 
requires a careful consideration of the circumstances of those two 
last cases and of Chambers v. Randall, supra. Apparently it 
cannot be done when the original vendor had parted with the 
whole of his land at the time of his death. 


Damages payable in Foreign Currency. 
(Uliendahl v. Parkhurst, Wright & Co., 39 T.L.R. 628.) 

The above case is an addition to the decisions which, since the 
war, have greatly perplexed practitioners as regards the mode of 
calculating rates of exchange when damages are awarded for 
breach of a contract payable in foreign currency. Before the 
war these questions occasioned little difficulty, since currencies 
of continental countries likely to figure in litigation in our courts 
only moved a decimal of one per cent. around their par. But 
nowadays, when francs have depreciated to one-third of their 
pre-war par of exchange, lira to one-fifth, German and Polish 
marks to about one-millionth of a pound, naturally it is very 
important to know at what date the conversion is to be calculated. 
An English court necessarily awards damages in sterling, even 
when the contract obliged the payee to pay in a foreign currency, 
and hence an additional duty is cast on the court, namely, to 
assess the rate of exchange at which it will convert the foreign 
currency into sterling. The general rule appears clearly to be 
that the rate of exchange to be taken is that prevailing when the 
breach took place, and not that prevailing when the action is 
tried: The Volturno, 1921, 2 A.C. 544; Socilé des Hotels, &c. v. 
Cumming, 1922, 1 K.B. 451. But a decision to the contrary is to 
be found, that of Mr. Justice Acton in Cohn v. Boulken, 36 T.L.R. 
767, who deemed himself to be following the very old caso of 
Scott v. Bevan, 2 B. & Ad. 78, in holding that damages are always 
converted at the rate of exchange on the day the judyment is 
delivered. Apart from obvious injustice, such a view leads to 
the greatest practical difficulties, since a postponement of trial, 
or even of delivering judgment, may make an immense differenc 

although, on no ground of justice should it make any differen 
at all. The ‘* dilatoriness ”’ of the parties and the * accidents 
of the state of business in the courts,” to quote Mr. Justice 
Rowlatt in Uliendahl v. Parkhurst, Wright & Co., supra, ought 
not to affect the issue. In that case the proceedings were 
Order XIV proceedings, for the price of goods sold, i.e., a debt, 
so that the older decisions quoted above—which relate to damages 
for tort or breach of contract—can be distinguished from those in 
Scolt v. Bevan and Cohn v. Boulken, supra; but Mr. Justice 
Rowlatt preferred definitely to treat the latter as wrong. He 
held, accordingly, that the plaintiff—who sued to recover a debi 
payable in marks—was entitled to have her damages assessed 
at the rate of exchange when the price became payable. This, 
certainly, is the equitable and just view, but it is impossible to 
say that, on the very conflicting authorities, it is certain ultimately 
to prevail. 





Reviews. 
Insurance. 
THe LAW RELATING TO ACCIDENT INSURANCE, including Insurance 
against Personal Accidents, Accidents to Property and Liability 
for Accidents. By A. W. BAKER WELForD, Barrister-at-Law. 

jutterworth & Co. 285s. net. 

This is a large volume of over 600 pages, and we have to 
recognize with regret that it is the appropriate outcome of the 
rapidly-increasing dangers to which the hapless inhabitant of a 
so-called civilized country is subject. The time-honoured 
classification of insurance into marine, fire and life has, says 
Mr. Baker Welford, ceased to be adequate, and a wide additional 
field is open for all the other mischances of existence in the shap* 
of accident insurance ; though this classification he regards as 
practical rather than scientific. Generally, it is an omnibus 
class designed to include all insurable risks which are not provided 
for by the older forms of insurance. 

The book, which opens up a new field of legal investigation, 
is divided into four parts: Part I, General Principles of Accident 
Insurance ; Part II, Personal Insurance; Part III, Property 
Insurance ; and Part IV, Liability Insurance ; and the chapters 
into which these parts are sub-divided treat in great detail of the 
vast variety of circumstances to which risk is attached. In the 
essentials of insurance contracts—insurable interest, the duty 
of good faith in making the contract, the offer, and the 
acceptance, and so on—the principles of the general law of 
insurance have to be resorted to. Thus ‘insurable interest’”’ is 
defined in Lucena y. Craufurd, 2 Bos. & P.N.R. 269, 302, and the 
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judicial statement there given is reproduced in a note to p. 12 
but in practice, the author says, this question rarely arises in the 
different branches of accident insurance, either because of the 
nature of the insurance, or because they are precluded by the 
language of the policy. But this form of insurance, like other 
forms, is a contract requiring the utmost good faith—a contract 
uberrime fidei—and upon the disclosure of all material facts 
depends the validity of the policy. ‘ I am not prepared,” said 
Jessel, M.R., in London Assurance v. Mansel, 11 Ch. D., p. 367, 

‘to lay down the law as making any difference in substance 

between one contract of assurance and another. Whether it is 

life, or fire, or marine insurance, I take it good faith is re quire din 
all cases.”” And no doubt he would have added “ accident 
insurance,’ had he been speaking in 1923 instead of the com- 
paratively safe days of 1879. This, and other matters incident 
to the making of the contract, are accordingly dealt with by 

Mr. Baker Welford very fully. 

But it is necessary to be insured not only against accident to 
one’s person or one’s property. Injury to another person or 
to another person’s property may involve claims against which 
protection is required, and hence there is the extensive head of 
liability insurance to which Mr. Baker Welford devotes Part IV. 
This he divides into public liability insurance, i.c., liability to 
members of the public—sub-divided into general cases and driving 
accident insurance—and employers’ liability insurance. With 
the rapidly increasing dangers of the road, driving accident 
insurance is an important branch of the subject, and since such 
accidents are in general the result of a breach of the law—due, 
that is, to exceeding the speed limit, or other criminal conduct 
there is an important question whether insurance against the 
resulting liability is legal. Mr. Baker Welford has an interesting 
section on this aspect of the matter, though it would seem that 
the courts have taken too favourable a view in favour of the 
legality of the policy where the injury is not intentional. But, 
of course, it never is intentional. The crime consists in the 
breach of the law and creating a situation out of which injury 
arises. Mr. Baker Welford has dealt very exhaustively and 
carefully with this new and important branch of insurance law. 

Carriage by Railway. 

THE LAW OF CARRIAGE BY RAILWAY. By HENRY W. DISNEY. 
B.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, Metropolitan Police Court 
Magistrate. Sixth Edition. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 12s. 6d. 
net. 

Mr. Disney’s book, which has noW reached a sixth edition, 
does not pretend to be a complete statement of railway law, 
but it furnishes a very useful summary of the law for practi- 
tioners ; and since it appeals also to persons interested practically 
in railway matters, legal technicalities are as far as possible 
avoided. The passing of the Railways Act, 1921, has made it 
necessary to revise the book to a considerable extent, and part 
of it has been re-written; but there are matters arising out 
of that Act which have not yet been completed—such as the 
settlement under s. 42 of statutory conditions of contracts for 
the carriage of goods—and there are various changes, suchas the 
amendments referred to in s. 56, which are to take effect on an 
“appointed day,’’ and no such day appears to have been yet 
fixed. -But Mr. Disney has not been able to wait for the plans 
of the Legislature to mature, and the present edition has been 
prepared as far as possible as though the Act were in working 
order. The three Parts of the book—Carriage of Goods, Carriage 
of Persons, and Statutory Control of Railways—give in compact 
form an excellent statement of the subject; the chapter on 
the Carriers Act, 1830, for instance, is very clearly written. 
The change in the Act made by the Railways Act, so as to extend 
it to carriers by land and water as well as land only, is duly 
noted, though this is one of the changes to take effect on the 
“appointed day.’’ And the book will, no doubt, continue to 
be feund a very handy guide in matters of railway law. 








Books of the Week. 


Stamp Duties—The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and 
other Instruments. By E. N. ALPE, Barrister-at-Law. Revised 
and Enlarged by ARTHUR REGINALD RUDALL, Barrister-at-Law. 
With Notes on Practice, by HERBERT WILLIAM JORDAN. Seven- 
teenth Edition. Jordan & Sons, Ltd. 15s. net. 

Magistrates.—The Justice’s Note Book. By the late W. 
Knox WiGRAM, J.P. Tenth Edition. By Joun EDWIN MITCHELL, 
J.P., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 12s. 6d. 
cash, 10s. 

Executors.—The Confirmation of Executors in Scotland. 
According to the Practice in the Commissariot of Edinburgh. 
By the late James G. CurRIE, Duputy Commissary Clerk 
of Edinburgh. Fourth Edition. By JoHN Burns, W.S. 
W. Green & Sons, Ltd. 21s. net. 


Minnesota Law Review.—June, 1923, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


UPTON v. GREAT CENTRAL RAILWAY. No. l 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION-—ACCIDENT ARISING OUT OF AND IN 
THE COURSE OF THE EMPLOYMENT—RAILWAY LABOURER ON 
WAY HoME FROM WorK—INJURY THROUGH SLIP ON PLATFORM 
WHEN RUNNING FOR TRAIN—SUBSEQUENT DEATH—ABSENCE OF 
SPECIAL RIsK—-WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION Act, 1906, 6 Edw. 7, 
C. AS, he Be (1). 


2nd July. 


A railway labourer on his way home after his work for the day was 
done, but still in the course of his employment, slipped while hurrying 
along a wet station platform to catch a train, and fell causing an injury 
from which death ultimately supervened. There was no evidence that 
he incurred any risk greater than thal of any other member of — the 
public at the station, or that the platform was slippery. 

Held (Warrington, L.J., dissenting) that there was 
Pin Pb proved beliween the accident and the employment, and that 
therefore the county court judge was right in holding that it did not 
arise out of the employment. 


no causal 


Appeal from a decision of the county court judge at Ashton- 
under-Lyne, sitting as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1906. The appellant was the widow of a foreman 
labourer in the company’s service, and claimed compensation 
for his death as due to accident arising out of and in the course of 
his employment. On 17th September, 1922, he was employed 
to repair a water main near Dunford Bridge Station Ile was 
sent by train from Guide Bridge Station, and had to return there. 
After finishing his work he walked back along a public road to 
Dunford Bridge Station, and waited fora train to take him to Guide 
Bridge. When it arrived he hurried along the platform, which was 
wet after rain, to get into the train, and while so doing slipped and 
fellinjuring his knee. Septicazemia supervened and he subsequently 
died. There was no evidence that the platform was at all slippery, 
or otherwise to account for the fall. It was admitted by the 
respondents that the deceased man was at the time of the = cident 
still in the course of his employment. The county court judze held 
that the accident did not arise out of the employment oa the 
widow appealed Cur. adv. vult. 

The Court, by a majority, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord STERNDALE, M.R., said the appeal raised an imporiant 
and difficult question, on which there had been much controversy 
and many decisions, and there was reason to anticipate, as the 
applicant was supported by a powerful union of railwaymen, that 
the case would go to the ultimate tribunal of appeal. His lordship 
then stated the facts as found by the county court judge, and 
proceeded. Looking at the matter apart altogether from authority 
he thought the accident did not arise out of the employment. The 
argument for the appellant weyt to the extent of obliterating any 
distinction between the words ‘“‘in the course of”? and “ arising 
out of,’? and that was hardly disputed except in the case of very 
rare instances such as lightning, bombs, etc. But in order that an 
accident should arise out of the employment, there must be some 
connection between the two, being a causal relation one to the other. 
There were employments which inyolved special risks of 
accident, others which, though not risky, brought the workmen into 
contact with a risk, e.g., slipping on ice, snow or a banana skin, 
common to all persons who were in the place where it happened, but 
which would not be encountered by the workman but for his 
employment. A third class of case was where the accident happened 
in doing a particular thing which the workman was employed to do. 
In that case it seemed that there was a causal relationship between 
the employment and the accident, and it was under that head, if 
any, that the present must fall. The county court judge 
had found that there was no risk of location, for the platform was 
not slippery, and there was no evidence of any special risk inherent 
inthe employment. It was argued that it arose out of the employ- 
men because it happened while the workman was walking or 
running to catch a train, which he was employed to do. The reply 
was that he was not employed to do anything of the kind; his 
employment was to work on a water-main, and taking the train was 
merely incidental toit. The appellant, however, contended that the 
court was bound by the authorities to hold that the accident arose 
out of the employment, although there was no special risk of 
location. They had been referred to many cases, but he (his 
lordship) intended to confine his examination of the authorities 
to two cases in the House of Lords, which extended the meaning 
of “‘ arising out of.’’ Those were Thom v. Sinclair, 1917, A.C. 127, 
and Dennis v. White, 1917, A.C. 479. Having considered them 
very carefully, he came to the conclusion that they did not afford 
any ground for the contention that an accident arose out of the 
employment except where the workman was doing the very thing 


some 


case 








766 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





July 28, 1923 








he was employed to do, or in which his employment exposed him 
to some spec ial risk of location or otherwi e, per Lord Haldane in 
Thom v. Sinclair, 1917, A.C., at p. 184, and Lord Shaw at p. 142, 
where the latter said: ‘ In short my view of the statute is that the 
t of the « mployment * is not confined to the 


expression ‘ arising ou 

mere nature of the employment. The expression, in my opinion, 
applies to the employment a uch to its nature, its conditions, its 
obligations, and its incidents. If by reason of any of these the 
workman is brought within the zone of special danger and so injured 
or killed, it appears to me that the broad words of the statute 
‘arising out of the employment’ apply. If the peril which he 


encountered was not an added peril, produced by the workman 
himself, as in the cases of Phimb v. Cobden F lour Mills, 1914, A.C. 62, 
and Barnes v. Nunnery Colliery Company, 1912, A.C. 44, in 
House, then a case for compensation under the statute appears 
to arise.”” Then there were cases in which it was very material 
to enquire whether thet iture of the employment specially exposed 
risk of a general nature, such as cases of injury 


1 
tnis 


the workman to a 

by lightning, by bombs from hostile aircraft, or by sunstroke or 
frost bite, per Lord Finlay in Dennis v. While (supra), referring to 
Mitchinson v. Day Brothers, 1913, 1 K.B. 603, and Weekes v. Slead 


and Co., 30 T.L.R. 586, where the employment might specially 
expose the workman to the risk of an assault, and per Lord Parker 
at pag 192. The p ages cited seemed to him (his lordship) 
to afford no support to the appellant reument ; on the contrary, 
their tendency was to show that an accident must result from some 
spec ial risk of th mployment, in order to arise out of it. The 
question now under consideration was actually mentioned by Lord 


Skerrington in While vy trery, © BW. C.C. 663, but unfortunately 


he gave no opinion on it. rh case which went furthest in the 
direction of the appellant’s contention was Hunter v. Skinner, 
14 B.W. C.C., 327), where a workman fell in a fit on a concrete floor 
while lifting a sack, the work he was employed to do. But to mak 
the present case in any way analogous to that one, the trip or fall 
must have occurred while the workman was doing or turning or 
moving for the purpose of doing some part of the actual work he was 


employed to doat the water-main. The appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. 
WARRINGTON, L..J., dissented. The real question, he said, was 


whether the learned jud was right in holding that the absence 
of evidence of a special peril on the platform causing the fall was 
sufficient to prevent him from holding that the accident arose out 
of as well as in the course of the employment. In crossing the 
platform the workman w doing something that he was emploved 
to do, and in doi: o he met with the accident. The case was not 
complicated by ar 31 tion of th xistence of a physical con- 
dition of the workman causing the fall. asin Wright and Ure iq, Limited 
v. M’ Kendy (12 BW. C.C. 410). In the absence of authority on the 
facts as found he (his lordship) would himself have come to the 
conclusion that the man’s fall was caused by the particular act of 
the employment in which he was engayed, and that it was un- 
necessary for the applicant to prove any pes ial or definit« p ril 
to which the doing of that act exposed him. As to the authorities, 
there were expressions of opinion by Lord Finlay and others in 
Dennis v. While (supra) which supported the view he (his lordship) 
had expressed. And in Wright and Greig Limited v. M’Kendy 
(supra) Lord Sal n said (at p. 417): * A workman has occasion 
to move about hi mploy rs premises, and il in sO doing he 
accidentally fallsand meets with an injury, there is, 1 think, a clear 
case for compensation under the Act. IL should be of the same 


opinion although he had fallen on a perfectly level floor through 


tripping over his own foot. Such an accident... if it occurred 


while the man was moving about hi employ r’s pr mises in the 
course of performing his duty is therefore a risk incidental to the 
employment.” That expr ssion of opinion was all the more 
valuable, because in the particular case the learned judge, differing 
from his brethren, held that the accident there did not arise out of 
the employment. The same view w he (his lordship) thought 


expressed by the Master of the Rolls in Hunter v. Simner (supra), 
where the workman fell and injured himself while turning to do 
something required of him in his employment, i.e., to pick up a sack, 
In the present case the workman fell while doing something required 
for his work, i.e., while crossing the platform in order to get to the 
train which would take him home to Guide Bridge. And in Hunter 
v. Simner (supra) Atkin, W. (at p. 352) said : If he was injured 
by a fall (in the course of his ordinary duties) on his employers’ 
premises, where his duties required him to be, it appears to me that 
he was injured by an accident arising out of his employment. The 
necessity for a direct causal connexion between the employment and 
the injury has been expressly negatived in the decisions of the House 
of Lords in Thom v. Sinclair (supra), Dennis v. While (supra), and 
Arkell v. Gudgeon, 10 B.W. C.C. 660. He (his lordship) thought that 
on those authorities he was justified in holding that the man’s fall 
when crossing the platform on his employer's business might 
properly be treated as incidental to his employment and therefore 
arising out of it. It was true that in most cases it had been possible 
to find a specific reason for the fall, such as a loose piece of wood, 
patches of ice, a slippery rail, and so forth. But the fact that in 
those cases a specific peril was discovered did not in his (his lord- 





ship’s) opinion exclude a case in which the fall was incidental to the 
employment, though no specific cause could be assigned. In one 
case, at all events, Armstrong Whitworth Limited v. Redford, 1920, 
A.C. 727, there appeared to be no specific peril, other than that 
arising from the hurried descent of a staircase. On the whole he 
(his lordship) thought that the decision of the learned judge was 
wrong and that the case should be remitted to him to assess 
compensation. 

Scrutron, L.J., delivered judgment in agreement with that of 
the Master of the Rolls, referring particularly to the judgment of 
Lord Parker in Dennis v. White.—CouUNSEL: Shakespeare ; 
Barrington Ward, K.C., and Beazley. Souicrrors: Pattinson 
and Brewer; Thomas Chew. 

[Reported by H. LANarorD Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
WOLFF v. SMITH. Eve, J. . 10th July. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—ACTION BY TENANT—CosTs—CountTy 
Court JURISDICTION—NOTICE TO QUIT—STATUTORY TENANCY 
ACCEPTANCE OF RENT—-WAIVER OF NOTICE—INCREASE OF 
RENT AND MORTGAGE INTEREST (RESTRICTIONS) AcT, 1920, 

10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 17, ss. 16 (3), 17 (2). 

A tenant brought an action against his landlord to restrain 
interference with his possession of the premises, and judgment was 
given for the plaintiff. It appeared that the action was a proceeding 
arising out of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restric- 
tions) Act, 1920, and could have been brought in the county court. 


Held, that s. 17 (2) of the Act applied, and therefore the plaintiff 
was not entitled to recover any costs. 


This was an action brought on 7th June in the High Court by a 
tenant claiming an injunction to restrain the defendant, his 
landlord, from interfering with the quiet enjoyment by him of 
certain rooms in North Kensington and from obstructing him in 
the full use thereof. The plaintiff alleged that he was in possession 
as weekly tenant and that in his absence in May last the 
defendant improperly entered the rooms, stored his furniture and 
made certain alterations and decorative repairs, and he claimed 
an injunction on the ground that he was entitled to possession of 
the premises. The defendant, Mrs. Smith, alleged that on 12th 
May when the plaintiff left to go to the South of England, he 
gave her notice of his intention to quit on the 19th, and as he did, 
not return to remove his goods, she took possession and stored 
his goods without doing any damage to them. After hearing the 
evidence and at the conclusion of the case his lordship gave 
judgment for the plaintiff on the ground that the defendant was 
mistaken, and that what passed was not sufficient to amount to 
notice to quit by the plaintiff, and the court awarded nominal 
damages to the plaintiff, the defendant undertaking to reinstate 
him in possession. That disposed of the case except as to costs, 
which in the ordinary way would have followed the event, but 
the objection was taken by the defendant that this was a pro- 
ceeding atising out of the Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 1920, and 
having regard to s. 17 (2) the plaintiff was not entitled to recover 
any costs. 

EvE, J., said the point was not wholly free from doubt. It was 
obvious that proceedings could have been taken in the county 
court, the amount in question being small and the damage clearly 
within the jurisdiction of that court. That, however, in itself 
was not sufficient to deprive the plaintiff of the right to recover 
any costs, and the question really turned on whether the action 
was a claim or proceeding arising out of the Act and therefore 
was a proceeding under the Act. The plaintiff contended that he 
had nothing to do with the Act, that he was in possession as tenant 
and could bring his action against a trespasser properly in the 
High Court. The defendant, on the other hand, said that she 
had given the plaintiff proper notice to quit which he ignored, 
and remained in possession and was a statutory tenant, and the 
action was a proceeding arising out of the Act. That argument 
seemed to be well founded. As between the plaintiff and his 
landlady it was necessary to establish possession, and the plaintiff 
could only do so by showing that he was a statutory tenant by 
virtue of the Act. Therefore the proceeding was one arising out 
of the Act, and under those circumstances s. 17 (2) applied unless 
it was excluded by the provisions of s. 16 (3) by reason of accept- 
ance of rent by the landlady after the expiration of her notice to 
quit. It was argued that the effect of that sub-section was that 
the acceptance of rent for three months did not render the notice 
to quit inoperative, but left the matter at large after the three 
months had expired, and that, in effect, the statutory tenancy 
was superseded by a new agreement after the three months had 
expired, and that the tenant had become a weekly tenant. But 
it was obvious from the case of Shuler v. Hersh, 1922, 1 K.B. 435, 
that the notice was not waived and did not become inoperative by 
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receipt of rent after the expiration of three months. 
Bankes there said : ‘‘ He came to that conclusion, as I understand, 
because of the construction he placed upon s. 16 (3) of the Act, 
namely, that upon payment of rent for a period of more than 
three months after the expiration of the notice to quit a fresh 
tenancy was created between the plaintiff and defendant, and 
that therefore in order to terminate that fresh tenancy a fresh 
notice to quit must have been given, and until that notice had 
been given the plaintiff was not in a position to demand any new 
statutory increase of rent. I do not place the same construction 
that the county court judge did upon s. 16 (3), and I cannot 
draw the inference of fact from the mere acceptance of rent by 
the plaintiff that any fresh tenancy between these parties was 
created.”’” That disposed of the argument based on s. 16 (3). 
The effect in this case was that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
recover any costs of the action.—CouNsEL: W. S. N. Knight; 
Henn Collins and O’Hagan. Soutcrrors: TT. EB. Crocker & Son; 
Syrett & Co. 
[Reported by S. E. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HURLEY v. STEPNEY BOROUGH COUNCIL. 
20th July. 
LocAL GOVERNMENT—BoROUGH COUNCIL 
WaGES—MINIMUM WAGE—RIGHT TO SUE 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 


Astbury, J. 


DISCRETION AS TO 
WITHOUT JOINING 


In an action by three members of a borough council for a declaration 
that a resolution of the council reducing the wages of the council’s 
employees was ultra vires and invalid, on the ground that the 
resolution was not passed by a two-thirds majority in accordance 
with the council’s bye-laws, 


Held, that the Attorney-General must be a party to the action. 


Boyce v. Paddington Borough Council, 1903, 2 Ch. 556, 


followed. 

This was an action brought by three members of the Council 
of the Metropolitan Borough of Stepney and two employees of 
the council against the council asking for a declaration that two 
resolutions of the council passed on 23rd April and 28th May, 
1923, were ultra vires and invalid, and for an injunction to restrain 
the council from acting on the resolutions or either of them. 
The resolutions provided that the contracts of service of all 
employees of the council who were receiving a minimum wage of 
£4 a week should be determined by legal notice, and that such 
employees should be offered a new ‘contract of service at the 
trade union rate of wages for the time being, the reduction to take 
effect by four equal instalments. The resolution of 23rd April 
was passed at a specially convened meeting of the council by 
thirty-six to twenty-one, and the resolution of 28th May by 
thirty to twenty-five. By bye-law 47 of the council’s bye-laws 
it was provided that ‘‘ No resolution or other act of the council 
shall be revoked or aitered except at a subsequent meeting 
specially convened for that purpose nor unless such revocation 
or alteration be determined upon by a majority consisting of 
two-thirds of the members of the council present and voting at 
such subsequent meeting, but if the number of members present 
and voting at such subsequent meeting be greater by one-fifth 
than the number present and voting at such former meeting 
then such revocation or alteration may be determined upon by a 
mere majority.’’ The plaintiffs contended that the two resolu- 
tions revoked or altered two previous resolutions of April, 1920, 
and February, 1921, whereby it was provided that the minimum 
wage to be paid to the council’s employees should be not less 
than £4 a week, and that as the number of members present and 
voting at the meetings of April and May, 1923, was not greater 
by one-fifth than the number of members present and voting 
at the meetings of April, 1920, and February, 1921, it was 
necessary that there should be a two-thirds majority to revoke or 
alter the resolutions passed at the previous meetings, and that 
as there was not such a majority the resolutions of April and 
May, 1923, were invalid and of no effect. The defendant council 
contended that under s. 52 of the Metropolis Management Act, 
1855, and the common law they had the right and absolute 
discretion to appoint and dismiss officers and servants and to fix 
and alter salaries and wages, that bye-law 47 did not in any way 


limit or control such discretion, and that the council were unable | 


by any resolution to bind themselves to pay minimum wages 
and thus to fetter a discretion which they were bound to exercise 
in each case. They also contended that the Attorney-General 
was a necessary party, since the action involved the question of a 
public right. 

Astsury, J., said that he thought that the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal in Boyce v. Paddington Borough Council, 1903, 


2 Ch. 556, applied to the present case and that the Attorney- | 


General ought to be made a party to the action. The action, 
therefore, would have to stand over for the plaintiffs to apply for 
the fiat of the Attorney-General on the terms that the Attorney- 
General should only be entitled to such relief as he could obtain 


Lord Justice 


|} she would have been 





at the time when he was made a party. The point had been 
raised in the defence and the defendants must in any event have 
the costs thrown away by the adjournment and amendment. 
The undertaking would be discharged, but there would be no 
inquiry as to damages at present, and the adjournment would be 
without prejudice to all rights of the defendants under the under- 
taking which would be decided at the trial. There would be 
liberty to apply if the Attorney-General refused his fiat.— 
COUNSEL: Luamoore, K.C., and Slesser; Macmorran, K.C., 
Upjohn, K.C., and Harman. Solicitors: W. M. Thompson : 
Alfred Turner. 


E. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re MILLER: MILLER v. WALCOTT. 

P. O. Lawrence, J. 7th June. 

-—LIMITED POWER—CONTINGENT DONEE—CON- 
POWER TO SURVIVOR OF SON AND “‘ His WIFE.”’ 


APPOINTMENT 
STRUCTION- 
Where a limited power of appointment was given to the survivor 

of the son of the testator and ** his wife,’’ it was held that where he 
had survived his wife the contingency had happened, and he was no 
longer a contingent donee but was competent to exercise the power, 
and that whenever the said son became the survivor of himself and 
any wife whom he might marry, and so long as he remained un- 
married he was competent to exercise the power. 


This was @ summons raising a question of whether a power 
of appointment under a will was capable of being exercised in 
the events which had happened or in what other events. The 
A testator who died in 1872 by his will 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of his residuary estate 
upon trust to pay the income thereof to his son, T. E. Miller, for 
life, and in case his said son should die leaving a widow surviving 
him to pay the income of one moiety thereof to such widow for 
life, and as to the capital of the residuary estate to stand possessed 
thereof from and after the death of his said son, or in case he 
should die leaving a widow then as to one moiety thereof from the 
death of the said son and as to the other moiety thereof from the 
death of such his widow, upon such trusts for the benefit of all or 
any of the children of his said son as he and his wife should during 
their joint lives by deed jointly appoint, and in default thereof as 
the survivor of the said son and his wife should by deed or will 
appoint, and in default to the use of the child or children of the 
said son who being male should attain twenty-one or being female 
marry in equal shares. T. KE. Miller married once only, namely 
in 1899, G. C. Miller, and there was issue of the marriage two 
children who had both attained twenty-one. G. C. Miller died 
in 1922 without the joint power of appointment given to her and 
her husband ever having been exercised. It was contended for 
T. E. Miller that the contingency had now happened, and he was 
competent to exercise the power, because on the other construction, 
if it was necessary for him to survive every wife he might take, he 
could never in fact exercise the power. The trustees contended 
that the husband could never make a valid appointment under 
this power, and referred to Marwell on Powers, 3rd ed., at p. 183. 

P. O. LAWRENCE, J., after Stating the facts, said: It is clear 
that a limited power of appointment given to a contingent person 
cannot be exercised until the person to exercise it has been 
ascertained. It has been argued with great force that until it is 
ascertained that Thomas E. Miller is the survivor of himself and 
any wife he may hereafter marry it cannot be deemed that he 
is only a contingent donee of the power.” The real question is 
whether on the true construction of the will and in the events 
which have happened the person to exercise the power of appoint- 
ment has been determined. If upon the proper construction 
of the will Thomas E. Miller is now only a contingent donee of the 
power it must follow that he never exercise the power, 
because however many times he may marry and become a 
widower he may ultimately marry again and leave his last wife 
surviving him. ‘The will is so framed as to give benefits to any 
wife whom he may marry, and further in default of appointment 
the will contains trusts in favour of his children of any marriage. 
But the joint power given to the son and “ his wife ”’ could at any 
rate have been exercised by the son and his deceased wife because 
‘his wife ’’ within the meaning of the power ; 
they together could have appointed the whole fund in favour of 
any one or more of the pee of their marriage to the exclusion 
of any other future children of the son. Bearing this in mind it 
is not unreasonable to expect that the testator intended that 
the survivor of those spouses should have power to appoint the 
fund in the same manner. Admittedly if the wife had been the 
survivor she could have exercised the power. If the husband, 
that is the son of the testator, although the survivor of his 
deceased wife, is to be held not to be a survivor within the 
meaning of the will because he may marry again and fail to 
survive any after-taken wife, it would seem a strange result that 
although the wife of the survivor could have exercised the power, 
yet the son of the testator who was the principal object of the 


facts were as follows: 
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testator’s bounty was precluded from appointing to his chiidren. 
In my judgment upon the true construction of the will the word 
‘survivor ’’ as applied to Thomas E. Miller meant the survivor 
of himself and any wife whom he might marry, that is to say, 
whenever he became the survivor of himself and any wife whom 
he might marry, and so-long as he remained unmarried, he was 
not a contingent donee of the power within the meaning of the 
rule referred to by counsel, but was a person who was competent 
to exercise the power. Should he hereafter marry again without 
having completely exercised the power, the joint power con- 
ferred by the will would again become operative, and after that 
marriage the survivor would again be able to exercise the power 
if not exhausted, and so on. There will be a declaration that 
Thomas E. Miller was upon the true construction of the will and 
in the events which had happened competent at the present 
time to make the proposed appointment in favour of his two 
children.-COUNSEL: Joseph Tanner ; Bryan Farrer. SOLICITORS : 
Robins, Hay, Waters & Hay. 
Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re DEAN: WORLAND v. DICKINSON. 
P. O. Lawrence, J. Sth July. 


WILL—-CONSTRUCTION Issvut MEANING OF-—CHILDREN 


erect oF CONTEXT. 

1 wift lo the issie of A who being a son shall attain the 
age of hiwenty-one years, or be~wga daught yr shall attain thal age 
children” of A who so qualify. 


or marry,” is a gift to the 


Waldron v. Boulter, 1856, 22 Beay. 284. and Farrant v. Nichols, 


(1846), 9 Beav. 327, nol followed. 

This was a summons taken out by the grandchild of the 
testator’s daughter, Caroline Dean. against her uncles and aunts, 
Caroline Dean’s children, for the determination of the question 


whether the plaintiff was entitled to any and what share in the 
one-fifth share of the testator’s residuary estate given by his will 
after the death of Caroline Dean in trust for her issue as therein 
mentioned. The facts were as follows: By his will dated the 
Sth of June LSOS Joseph Dean devised and bequeathed his 
residuary real and personal estate to trustees upon trust for sale 
and conversion, and subject to a certain annuity and provisions 

to divide his estate 
into five equal parts and to stand poss “i of two equal fifth 
parts upon trust to pay the income thereof to his daughters, 
Caroline Dean and Jane Ramsden, in equal shares during their 
respective lives, and from and after the decease of either of them, 
then as to her share and the income thereof in trust for * all the 
issue of such daughter in equal shares who being a son shall 
attain the age of twenty-one years or being a daughter shall 
attain that age or marry under that age in equal shares.’’ On 
the 7th of February, 190609, the testator died. Elis dauchter 
in 1873, and died before 


for securing the same he directed his trust 


Caroline married her cousin, Henry Dean, 


the testator, leaving seven children, of whom six survived the 
testator and one married and predeceased the testator, having 
had one child, the plaintiff. If was argued on behalf of the 
plaintiff that * issue ’ meant descendants and ought not to be 
restricted to children, and that the qualifying words which 
followed ought to be read who being male attain twenty-one 
or being female attain that age or marry.’ and Waldron v. 


Bouller, supra, and Farrant v. Nichols, supra, were referred to. 

P. O. LAWRENCE, J., after stating the facts, said: The word 
means dk sf endants of every degree, and the 
sole question is whether in the particular will before me there is 
any context to restrict the operation of that word to children. 
The gift in the present case is to th issue of the testator’s 
daughter Caroline Dean, but qualified by the words ** who being 
a son shall attain the age of twenty-one years or being a daughter 
shall attain that age or marry.’ That those qualifying words 
are to be read as equivalent to * who being male shall attain 
twenty-one or being female shall attain that age or marry ”’ is a 
construction. In my judgment, however, that is not 
the true construction to be placed upon the words in question. 
Inmyv judgment the issue of the testator’s daughter, Caroline Dean, 
as the objects of the wift of her share in the estate are by the 
words of the will limited to her sons and daughters, and the wift 
does not extend to any remoter issue of hers. In other words, the 
effect of the qualifying words is to confine the objects of the gift 
to the first generation of issue of Caroline Dean, that is to say, 
to her children. It will accordingly be so declared.—CouUNSEL: 
Warwick. H. Draper; W. M. Spence; C. Bb. Bovill. SoLicrrors : 
Fielder, Jon s Harrison lor Sugde nc& Co., Keighley +4 Gibson 
and Weldon, for F. W. Butterfield, Keighley. 

[Reported by L. M, May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


* Issue prima facie, 


vwossible 
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Mr. 4 \. Svmmons, the Marylebone magistrate, is indisposed, 


and is not expected to resume his duties for at least a month. It 
is understood that he is to undergo an operation. 


is 


DEY v. THE RUBBER AND MERCANTILE CORPORATION, 
LIMITED. Russell, J. 3rd and 4th July. 
COMPANY—SANCTION OF SCHEME OF ARRANGEMENT—DEBEN- 

TURES ALLOTTED BUT NOT DELIVERED—EQUITABLE RiIGuts 

oF ALLOTTEES—ISSUE—COMPANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 

1908 (8 Edw. 7, c. 69), s. 120. 

Where debentures_are to be issued pursuant to an order of the 
court sanctioning a scheme under s. 120 of the Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908, although the sealing of the debentures is delayed, 
the rights of the allottees are the same as if the debentures had been 
actually handed over. 

In re Queensland Land and Coal Co., 1894, 3 Ch. 181, applied. 


Resolutions of debenture-holders constitute an agreement within the 
meaning of the usual condition as to the powers of debenture-holders 
to sanction an agreement modifying their rights, and it is not necessary 
to have an agreement previously arrived at in respect to such sanction. 


This was a debenture-holder’s actionin whicha debenture-holder 
sought relief against the company on the ground that certain 
resolutions were invalid. The facts were as follows :—In 1921 
the company proposed a scheme of arrangement under s. 120 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and this was sanc- 
tioned by the court and declared binding on the company, and on 
all the creditors of the Company. The scheme provided (i) that 
the company should create an issue of 2,000 debentures of £100 
each, carrying interest at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum, 
payable on the Ist day of March and the Ist day of September 
in each year, secured by a floating charge on the assets of the 
company and redeemable as therein mentioned (ii) that all fully- 
secured creditors, as therein defined, should accept debentures 
of the Company taken at par for the multiples of £100 next below 
the amounts of their securities, the balance to be paid in cash, 
and that they should surrender their securities to the company. 
Pursuant to this order and scheme the company created an issue 
of 2,000 debentures of £100 each, and on 3lst December, 1921, 
allotted 1,462 among the creditors of the company. The plaintiff 
was a secured creditor of the company for £12,200. In August, 
1922, the company issued to the plaintiff, who had surrendered 
his securities, 127 £100 debentures, with a memorandum thereon 
that whatever the date of the debentures, interest thereon was 
payable from the Ist September, 1921. By condition (1), the 
debentures were to rank pari passu, and constitute a floating 
charge. By condition (2), the principal moneys were to become 
immediately payable if default was made in the payment of interest 
for six months, and notice calling in the,principal money was 
given by the debenture-holder. By condition 13 “ A meeting 
of the debenture-holders shall have power by extraordinary 
resvlution to sanction any modification or compromise of the 
rights of the holders of debentures of this series against the 
its property, including power to accept 


company or against 
these debentures, 


any other property or securities instead of 
and in particular any shares of this company, and an agreement 
s» sanctioned shall be binding on all the holders of debentures 
of this series, and notice thereof shall be given to each holder, 
who shall be bound to produce his debentures to the company 
and to print a note of such agreement and the sanction thereof to 
be indorsed thereon.’’ By condition 14 the directors of the 
company might, whenever they thought fit, convene a general 
meeting of the debenture-holders, the quorum to be two-thirds 
of the issued debentures. The company having made default for 
six months in payment of interest, the plaintiff, on 16th November, 
1922, served notice on the company, calling in the principal sum 
secured by his debenture, and the next day issued a writ on behalf 
of himself and the other debenture-holders of the company, 
claiming the usual relief. On 22nd November at a meeting of 
the deberiture-holders, duly convened by the company, the 
following extraordinary resolutions were duly passed : 

‘That the payment of interest already accrued or hereafter 
to accrue due on the principal moneys secured by the debentures 
be and the same is hereby postponed until the first day of 
September, 1926. 

** That this meeting hereby agrees, on behalf of all the holders 
of the debentures ‘issued by the company and so as to bind 
all such holders, to accept at any time before Ist March, 
1923, A shares of the company credited as fully paid up at tle 
rate of 120 Ashares of £1 each forevery £100 of principal moneys 
secured by the debentures in exchange for the debentures, 
and in full discharge and satisfaction for all principal moneys 
and interest due or to become due upon such debentures.” 

At the date of the meeting the company had allotted 1,732 
debentures, and the plaintiff was the only person who voted 
against the resolutions. The plaintiff was also the only person 
to whom debentures had been actually issued, although the 
other debenture-holders who voted had received their letters 
of allotment, and their names had been inserted in the register 


of deb niure-holders. 
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RUSSELL, J., after stating the facts, said :—If the resolutions 
of the meeting of 29th November, 1922, are valid, then the 
plaintiff is bound by them, and is not entitled to the relief he 
asks for. The plaintiff contends that, except himself, there 
was no debenture-holder, within the meaning of condition 13, 
present at the meeting, because he was the only person to whom 
debentures sealed by the company had been issued, and the other 
persons were not entitled to vote, because they had only received 
letters of allotment which merely entitled them to call for the 
debentures to be issued tothem. It is also contended that under 
condition 13 there is no power to bind the debenture-holders by 
an extraordinary resolution except by one which sanctioned a 
previous agreement, and that there had been no previous agree- 
ment. When the court made the order sanctioning the scheme 
it declared the scheme to be binding on all the creditors of the 
company, and onthe company. Pursuant to the scheme and the 
order the company created this series of debentures. The 
company, on $list December, 1921, duly allotted the debentures 
required to satisfy the creditors of the company under the scheme, 
notices of the allotments were sent to the allottees and their 
names were inserted in the register of debenture-holders. As 
soon as the order of the court, sanctioning the scheme is made, 
there is an obligation on the company to deliver the sealed 
debentures, and an obligation on the individual creditor to 
receivethem. Although the sealing of the debentures was delayed 
the rights of the allottees are the same as if the debentures had 
been actuaily handed over. They are debenture-holders in 
equity, and as such entitled to the rights of debenture-holders. 
The issue of the letters of allotment coupled with the obligation 
on the one hand to give, and on the other to take the debentures, 
is, in my judgment, an issue within condition 13: see Lery vy. 
A»ercorris Slate, &c. Co., 1887, 37 Ch. D., 260, In re Perth Electric 
Tramways Ltd., 1906, 2 Ch. 216, and In re Queensland Land and 
Coal Co., supra. As to the second contention of the plaintiff 
that the special resolutions are not binding because they do not 
sanction an agreement previously arrived at, in my judgment the 
resolutions themselves constitute an agreement within con- 
dition 13. The resolutions are, therefore, properly passed, and 
are binding on the plaintiff, and the action is dismissed with 
-COUNSEL: Bennett, K.C.; Preston, K.C., and Heckscher. 
Bono & Nimmo ; Jenkins. Baker & Co. 

{Reported by L. M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


BENNETT v. UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC RAILWAYS CO. OF 
LONDON, LIMITED. Rowlatt, J. 13th June. 

DERIVING INCOME FROM INVESTMENTS 

BonDs—COUPONS PAYABLE IN THIS COUNTRY OR 

ABROAD—CURRENCY PROVIDED TO MEET PAYMENTS MADE 

ABROAD—LoOss ON EXCHANGE—EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT 

RELIEF FROM TAX—INCOME TAX AcT, 1918, 8 & 9 Geo. 5, 

c. 40, s. 33 (1). . 

A company expended a large sum in providing currency to 
satisfy payments made in respect of coupons (relating to certain 
bearer bonds) presented in New York and Amsterdam. In pro- 
viding this currency the company suffered a loss on the exchange. 

Held, that such loss on exchange was not an expense of manage- 
ment entitling the company to relief by way of a repayment of tax 
under s. 33 (1) of the Income Tax Act, 1918. 


costs. 


SOLICITORS : 


REVENUE—COMPANY 


BEARER 


Case stated by the Commissioners for Special Purposes of 
Income Tax. The defendant company was originally formed 
for the electrification and development of underground railways 
in London. Since 1914 its business was confined to the holding 
of shares in various associated companies. A portion of its 
capital consisted of bearer bonds, and it was a condition of these 
bonds that principal and interest thereon should be payable at 
the bearer’s option in London in sterling, or in New York, 
Frankfort-on-Main, or Amsterdam, at certain rates of exchange 
respectively. In consequence of fluctuations in the current rates of 
exchange, the proportions of interest coupons, cashed in London, 
Amsterdam and New York respectively, varied considerably. In 
1919 a large number of the coupons were cashed in Amsterdam 
and New York, and in providing currency to satisfy these pay- 
ments the company suffered a loss on exchange. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the company that the sum so expended in 
providing currency to satisfy these payments formed part of the 
expenses of management, and that the company was entitled to 
& repayment in respect thereof having regard to s. 33 of the 
Income Tax Act, 1918. The Commissioners acceded to this 
contention, but stated this case. By s. 33 of the Act of 1918 it 
is provided : ‘‘ (1) Where an assurance company carrying on life 
assurance business or any company whose business consists 


mainly in the making of investments, and the principal part of 
whose income is derived therefrom claims and proves to the 
satisfaction of the special commissioners that, for any year of 
assessment it has been charged to tax by deduction or otherwise, 
and has not been charged in respect of its profits in accordance 
with the rules applicable to Case 1 of Schedule D, the company 
shall be entitled to repayment of so much of the tax paid 
by it as is equivalent to the amount of the tax on any sums 
disbursed as expenses of management (including commissions) 
for that year x 
ROWLATT, J., 
to agree with the Commissioners. 
expense of management. It seemed to him that the reason why 
the company had suffered the loss was this. To put it quite 
shortly, they had to provide themselves, in order to carry on 
their business, with this money in New York. They had not 
any money in New York; they had to ‘‘ buy ” it; and the cost 
of that which they bought, or the money which they had to find 
to pay their creditor, did not seem to him to be an expense of 
management at all. If they could do it on favourable terms it 
did not mean to say that the management was costing less ; and 
if they did it on unfavourable terms the management was really 
just the same. The position was merely that, unfortunately, the 
articles with which they were obliged to supply themselves cost 
them more in the market. That was not management.; that 
was buying what they wanted. Therefore, it seemed to him, that 
the Crown succeeded in this appeal, and of course succeeded 
with costs.—CouNsEL: Sir 7. Inskip, 8.-G., and R. P. Hills ; 
Latter, K.C., and Balloch. Sonicirors: Solicitor of Inland 
Revenue ; Bircham & Co. 
[Reported by J. L. Barr'ster-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
High Court— King’s Bench Division, 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v. BROOK: SAME v, 

BELL: MURRAY v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE: 

COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v. LEITH: SAME v. 
PORTMAN (Viscountess). Rowlatt, J. Lith May. 


SBAND 


in delivering judgment, said that he was unable 
He did not think this was an 


DENISON, 


WIFE! MARRIAGE 
Feme_ sole RETROSPECTIVE 
Vis, S & VY Geo. 5, «. LO, 


SUPER-TAX Tht AND 
DURING YEAR OF ASSESSMENT 
ASSESSMENT—INCOME TAX ACT, 
s. 5 (1); all Schedules Rules, r. 16. 


REVENUE - 


Questions arose for the decision of the court in five cases (which 
were dealt with concurrently) as to super-tax in respect of the income 
of womei who were marri d during Son portion oO; each of the 
The circumstances in the respe clive 
In CONTE clion u ith USSECSSNNE vl to SU pe r-lax 


respective years of assessment. 
cases were as follows: 
in respect of the income of a married woman, arising oul of 8. 5 (1) 
of the Income Tax Act, 1918, and r. 16 to all the Schedules of 
that statute, the circumstances and decisions of the court were as 


follows: 


(1) A woman feme sole 
charge with the exception of the last fortnight. 

Held, that she was liable to be assessed to super-lax retrospectively 
in respect of the income which she received until the date of her 
marriage. 

(2) A man was married in the priddle of the year of charge. 

Held. that he was assessable in the aggregate of his own and his 
wife’s income only for that part of the year of charge after he married 
her. 

(3) A widow who was entitled to an income of £16,000 per annum, 
which ceased on re-marriage, and to a further £3,000, which did not 
cease on re-marriage, re-married in the middle of the year of 
assessment. She returned the whole of the income for the previous 
year, and the Commissioners, in giving their decision, said that 
there was no case for apportionment on marriage . 

Held, that the Commissioners had decided correctly, the lady being 
just as much assessable after her marriage as she was before in 
respect of her income of the pre vious year when she was a feme sole, 

(4) A man married in the middle of 1919, the year of charge. 
In computing the total income for the year 1921 for the purpose of 
super-tax, 7 

Held, that the wife’s income was assessable only from the date of 
the marriage in the year of charge. 

(5) A husband die d in the middle of the year of charge. 

Held, that the widow was assessable for that part only of the year 
of charge during whigh she was a widow. 


was a during the whole of the year of 


The facts in these five cases are sufficiently indicated in the 


head note and judgment. 
wl 
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Row.att, J., in delivering judgment, said: Broadly speaking, 
the question which has arisen is as to super-tax in respect of the 
income of a married woman who has been married within the 
relevant period, namely, during the year of assessment or during 
the basis year—the year of charge, I will call it. In none of the 
cases is the matter complicated by any application by either 

wife for a separate assessment. I do not think that, 
ome small and outlying considerations, it would really 
make any difference, but, as a matter of fact, there has been no 
such application in any of these cases. There are three possible 
positions. One is that the husband can be assessed or the wife 
can be assessed separately without affecting the amount in respect 
of the wife’s income before she was his wife, within the time, of 
course. The second is that the wife can be assessed, though a 
married woman, in respect of her pre-nuptial income within the 
period. The third alternative is that the husband cannot be 
assessed, and the wife cannot be assessed, and the tax is lost to 


husband or 
except in 


the re vi nue, 

\s regards the first question, whether the husband can be 
assessed, I am not going to read all the sections, because they are 
familiar, but it really turns upon the combined effect of what is 
now 5 (1) of the Income Tax Act, 1918, which is the section 
which defines the total income for all purposes, and what is now 
r. 16 to all the Schedules, which was s. 45 of the Income Tax 
Act, 1842. Section 5 (1) says that: ‘ For the purposes of super- 
tax, the total income of any individual from all sources shall be 
taken to be the total income of that individual from all sources 
for the previous year.”’ If you apply the income tax unity of 
husband and wife at that point, the husband becomes liable for 
his wife’s pre-nuptial income ; that is the way it is done, and you 
read it as the total income of any individual including the joint 
income in the case of married people ; it comes to reading it like 
that if you apply that point, and that is the only way in which 
that result, | think, can be arrived at. On the other hand, the 
argument that the husband is not liable depends upon this 
reading of the statutes : The total income of any individual.’’ 
Very well, the husband is the individual. Look at his income tax 
position in the year before, the total income of that individual 
from all sources for the previous year, and you will find that he 
was not the husband of this lady then; he may have been the 
husband of another lady, of course. It seems to me that the idea 
that the husband can be assessed for his wife’s pre-nuptial income 
is untenable; I do not think that is the construction of the 

ection, and the results would be grotesyue beyond measure. It 
is extremely possible, and it is the fact in one of these very cases, 
though it does not arise quite in that way, that the lady whom 
he married was a widow and all her income ceased on marriage. 
If the husband was then to be taxed on the income which she had 
had before she married him, and lost because she married him, 
really it pa the bounds of reason. It does not stop there, 
because if she claimed a separate assessment she would be taxed 
on @ higher scale because of the income which her husband had 
before she married him. Nor does it stop there, because, as I 
pointed out just now, he might have been the husband of another 
lady during part of the year, a widower re-marrying within the 
year, and then he would be paying super-tax on the income of 
two wives concurrently, not paying super-tax on the successive 
incomes of two ladies, each of whom had been his wife one after 
another with an interval in the same year, but on the income of 


the two over the same time ; and if the second wife desired to be 
separately assessed she would pay a higher rate of super-tax or, 
at any rate, her income would bear it, whether she was separately 

sed or not, not only on the income which her husband had 


ASS al ¢ 
before he married her, but also because of the income which his 
previous wife had to whom he was married while she was still, 
as far as he was concerned, a feme sole. I have thought of, I think, 
pretty well all the states of facts which would occur, a domain 
which does not seem to me to have been very imaginative on the 
part of those who contrived those Acts, and I do not go through 
them all. It is perfectly grotesque and one cannot reach that 
conclusion unless one is driven to it. I certainly do not think 
that the wording of s. 5 (1) drives us to it in the least, read with 
r. 16. Rule 16 certainly says in the proviso: ‘‘ The profits of a 
married woman living with her husband shall be deemed the 
profits of the husband, and shall be assessed and charged in his 
name,’ and so on; but that means the profits of a married 
woman while she is a married woman; it does not mean the 
profits which the woman had before her marriage, although at 
the time the question arises she is married. This is in consonance 
with the provisions of the Super-tax Acts, which is that they look 
back to the year before and tax retrospectively on the position 
then. So far the argument seems all one way, but Mr. Hills drew 
my attention to a section which certainly creates a difficulty, the 
existence of which has been the reason why I have gone into the 
matter to the extent I have, and that is s. 26 of the Finance Act, 
1919. That section extends from the 6th*May to the 6th July, 
the time for applying for separate assessments under s. 8 of the 
Income Tax Act, which is super-tax, and under r. 17 of the 
General Rules, which is income tax. Therefore this section is 









extending the date for making this application, both in regard 
to super-tax and income tax. So far there is no difficulty, but 
then it goes on, ‘‘ and an application for the purposes of those 
provisions may in the case of persons marrying during the course 
of a year of assessment be made,” at such and such a time. 
Therefore, the latter part of that section is clearly contemplating 
that persons marrying within the year of assessment, and therefore 
who must be taxed separately, however they are taxed with 
reference to the previous year when they were not married, have 
a certain time to make the application for separate assessment, 
and contemplating that they would be otherwise assessed 
together. Am I to treat that as declaratory of the law in a sense 
which I do not think the law itself would bear and which is 
absolutely contrary to reason ? I do not think I am obliged to. 
It does not declare it of course in terms, and the effect of my 
disregarding the bearing of this sub-section upon it merely means 
that I make one aspect of this clause otiose, and in fact I discard, 
I give no effect to, one letter which is the letter which turns 
* provision ” into “ provisions.” I think it would be better than 
to treat that section as introducing this extraordinary result, 
So much for that position. 

The next question is: can the wife be assessed in respect of 
her pre-nuptial income? It is clear that no difficulty arises 
because of her status at the moment of making her assessment. 
That difficulty, if it was a difficulty, existedin Mrs. Brooke’s Case, 
before Atkin, J., as he then was, and afterwards before the Court 
of Appeal, where she was assessed when she was a married woman, 
but the assessment itself was made after the year of assessment, 
and it did not decide the question whether it was an objection 
that the woman was married in the year of assessment. I do not 
see any difficulty in a married woman being assessed. Under the 
Act of 1842 it was contemplated that she should be assessed, 
because, what is now r. 16 and was then s. 45 says that ‘* A 
married woman acting as sole trader, or being entitled to any 
property or profits to her separate use shall be assessable and 
chargeable to tax as if she were sole and unmarried: Provided 
that the profits of a married woman living with her husband 
shall be deemed the profits of the husband, and shall be assessed 
and charged in his name.” So that if she was not living with her 
husband, a married woman, even in those days, would have been 
assessed in respect of property which she was separately entitled 
to in equity or which by custom she could have as a sole trader ; 
she could be assessed as a married woman. Therefore there is no 
difficulty about a married woman being assessed. But does r. 16 
apply to prevent her? I do not think it does, because I think 
the proviso only applies to profits of a married woman living 
with her husband, the profits being profits while she is a married 
I do not think it looked at anything else, and it could 
In those days they were dealing with 

Of 


woman. 
not look at anything else. 
income tax which was levied in respect of the same year. 
course, when you introduce super-tax and put that on to the 
year before—levy it with regard to the year before—this 
machinery has to be fitted in, but I think that s. 16 can never 
have effect on income which accrues to a woman when she is 
sole, merely because at the time when the question arises she is 
Therefore, it seems to me that the right solution is that 
be assessed, although she is now married, retro- 
which she had when she was single. 


married. 
the wife ‘can 
spectively on the income 
That being the principle which I think must really be adopted, 
I have to deal with the specific cases, and I am bound to say 
that, if the principle which I have arrived at is right, I do not 
think there is very much difficulty, if any, in working the tax in 
the case of married persons. In the case of the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue v. Mrs. Brooke, Mrs. Brooke appealed against 
an assessment to super-tax for the year ending April, 1915, and 
the question is whether, seeing that she was during the year of 
assessment a married woman, she was liable to be assessed to 
super-tax. From April, 1913, to the 12th March, 1914, that is, 
for nearly all the year of charge, all except the last fortnight, she 
was a feme sole. On the 12th March, 1914, she married Mr. Brooke, 
and during the year of assessment she was living with him as his 
wife. Under those circumstances I think that Mrs. Brooke 1s 
liable to be assessed retrospectively in respect of the income 
which she received until the date of her marriage. That was her 
income tax position of the year before. Therefore the 
Commissioners’ discharge of that assessment must be reversed. 
In the case of Mrs. Bell, Mr. Bell was assessed to super-tax 
for the year ending 5th April, 1921. He was assessed in the 
aggregate of his own and his wife’s income in the previous year. 
They had been married on 19th October, 1919, that is, in the 
middle, therefore, of the year of charge, and the question 1s 
whether he was to be assessed in respect of the whole of his wife’s 
income for the year of charge, or only for that part after she 
married him. It follows from the decision that I have given 
that he is assessed only for the part of the year after he married 
her, just as Mr. Brooke would be assessed for the fortnight for 
which Mrs. Brooke was not assessed. There the Commissioners 
decided in that sense, and therefore I confirm their decision. 
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The next case is that of Mrs. Murray v. The Commissioners of 


JInlund Revenue. She was assessed to super-tax for £19,000 
ending the 5th April, 1922. She was living’ with her husband, 
whom she married on the 16th August, 1921, that is to say, she 
married in the middle of the year of assessment. Prior to this 
date she was a widow, and had been since 1912. Under the 
terms of her husband’s will she was entitled to a life interest 
which ceased on her re-marriage, and the income was no less 
than £16,000, which was subject to that disposition. On the 
l7th October, 1921, that is, aiter her marriage, but during the 
year of assessment, she made a return in answer to requirements 
sent out in the usual way earlier in the year. She returned the 
whole of the income for the previous year, both the £16,000 that 
went over and another £3,000 in rough figures which she kept, 
notwithstanding her re-marriage. ‘There has been no claim to a 
separate assessment. That assessment was confirmed, and, in 
my judgment, rightly. I do not think it matters whether she 
was assessed before she was married or after she was married, 
or that any marriage of hers in the year of assessment makes any 
difference. ‘the Commissioners, in giving their decision (they 
gave a careful written decision), say that there is no case for 
apportionment on marriage. That is perfectly right. In my 
judgment it does not enter the region ot apportionment because 
the lady was just as much assessable after her marriage as she 
was before in respect of her income of the previous year when she 
was a feme sole. The result is that I contirm the decisions of the 
Commissioners in that case. 

The next case is that of The Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
v. Captain Lockhart Leith. Captain Lockhart Leith was assessed 
for the year ending Sth April, 192 He married in July, L919, 
in the middle, that is to say, of the year of charge. The question 
is whether, in computing the total income for the year ending 
1921 tor the purpose of super-tax, the amount of Mrs. Lockhart 
Leith’s income to be included is the amount of that income for 
the whole of the year ending 5th April, 1920, or only the amount 
of that income from the Ist July, 1919, the date of marriage, to 
the 5ch April, 1920. My decision is that it must be assessed, as 
the question is of assessing Captain Lockhart Leith from the 
date of the marriage in the year of charge. 

Now the last case is different. This is the case of The Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue v.. Viscounicss Porlman. Lady 
Portman lost her husband on the 16th November, 1919, and the 
assessment now in question is that for the year 192U-21; so she 
lost her husband in the middle of the year of charge. The question 
is whether she should be assessed to super-tax for the year in 
question by reference to the amount of her income for the whole 
of the previous year, including the part of the year during which 
her husband was alive, namely, £4,000, or by reference to the 
amount of her income, £3,000, for the part of the previous year 
during which she was a widow. It seems to me perfectly clear 
that she could only be assessed for the time she was a widow, 
because the income which accrued to her while her husband was 
living was for super-tax purposes an inchoate liability of his, that 
is to say, if he had lived out the year he would have been super- 
taxed in the next year, and, if super-tax did not die with the 
subject, his executo?s would have been super-taxed in the next 
year. As it is, the revenue lose the super-tax on his income, 
including his wife’s, for that) part of the year 1919-20, in the 
middle of which he died. ‘The Commissioners have decided in 
the same way that I decide, and i therefore confirm theirdecision. 
CouNsEL: Sir Douglas Hogg, A.-G., and R. P. Hillis; Latter, 
K.C., and Bowe; Latler, K.C., and C. L. King. So.uicrrors: 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Rawle, Johnstone & Co.; Bird and 
Bird ; Nicholson, Freeland & Shepherd ; Rawle, Johnstone & Co.., 
for Parkinson, Slack & Needham, Manchester 

[Reported by J. L. DENISON, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. CONEY. 7th May. 


CRIMINAL LAW—HABITUAL CRIMINAL—PROCEDURE—EVIDENCE 
—~SUBSTANTIVE OFFENCE — CONVICTION — EVIDENCE OF 
CHARACTER AND PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS—SENTENCE—SUBSE- 
QUENT ARRAIGNMENT ON JLUABITUAL CRIMINAL CHARGE 
PREVENTION OF CRIME AcT, 1908, 8 Edw. 7, c. 59, s. 10. 
Observations by the Court on the undesirabilily of calling evidence 
of a person’s character and previous convictions after conviction 
on the substantive charge in the presence and hearing of jurymen 
in court, who might subsequently, in a contested case, have to try 
the prisoner on the charge of being an habitual criminal. 


Appeal against sentence. The appellant, Alfred Coney, was 
convicted at the Yorkshire (West Riding) Sessions at Wakefield 
of housebreaking and of being an habitual criminal, and was 





sentenced to three years’ penal servitude and five years’ preventive 
detention. He pleaded guilty to a charge of housebreaking, and 
was sentenced to three years’ penalservitude. Aiterthe appellant 
had pleaded guilty to the charge of housebreaking, counsel tor 
the prosecution informed the court that there was a charge 
against the appellant of being an habitual criminal, and said 
that he could not proceed on that charge until the court had 
decided whether or not he would sentence him to penal servitude 
for the offence to which he had pleaded guilty. Ividence was 
then called of the appellant’s character and his previous con- 
victions. There had been several previous convictions, but 
there had been an interval of honest employment. Counsel for 
the appellant addressed the court, urging that the appellant 
should not be sent to penal servitude. ‘Lhe appellant was 
sentenced to three years’ penal servitude. He was then charged 
with being an habitual criminal. He pleaded guilty, and was 
sentenced to five years’ preventive detention. He now appealed 
against the sentence of preventive detention. 

Lord Hewart, C.J., delivered the judgment of the court 
{Lord liewart, C.J., Roche and Branson, JJ.). His lordship 
said that the only question was whether it was necessary to 
sentence the appellant to a period of preventive detention. <A 
word must be said on the procedure which appears to be followed 
at the West Kiding (Waketield) Sessions tor the trial of persons 
charged with being habitual criminais. It is not in accordance 
with the procedure usually followed in other courts, and it is a 
procedure that ought not to be followed. Alter the appellant 
had pleaded guilty to the charge of housebreaking counsel tor 
the prosecution seems to have told the court that there was a 
charge against the appellant of being an habitual criminal and 
to have said that he could not proceed on that charge until the 
chairman had decided whether or not he would sentence the 
appellant to penal servitude. Counsel for the prosecution then 
called witnesses regarding the appellant’s previous convictions 
and his character, and counsel tor the appellant addressed 
the court urging that the appellant should not be sentenced to 
penal servitude. ‘the appetiant was sentenced to three ycars’ 
penal servitude and was then charged with be ing an habitual 
criminal. If that procedure is followed, the Jurymen in waiting 
or sitting in the jury-box would acquire a knowledge of all the 
antecedents and character of a prisoner (which might be relevant 
to assist the court in deciding whether he ought to be sentenced 
to penal servitude for the substantive offence), when those same 
jurymen may be called on to decide on quite different and more 
limited grounds whether or not the prisoner is an habitual 
cyiminal. Although in this case no mischiet appears to have been 
done, because the appellant pleaded guilty to the charge of being 
an habitual criminal, yet the procedure followed was a faulty 
one, and in some cases might be highly prejudicial to a prisoner. 
No doubt, as the law stands at present, it is sufficient ground for 
finding a prisoner to be an habitual criminal that he has previously 
been found to be an habitual criminal and sentenced to preventive 
detention; but it was never intended that a jury, who have to 
determine in a contested case whether or not the prisoner is an 
habitual criminal on the grounds set out in the statutory notice 
to the court and the prisonert should begin that inquiry having 
in their minds all the material which may be relevant to enable 
the court to pass a proper sentence on the prisoner for the 


substantive offence. The matter was dealt with in one of its 
aspects in Rex v. Turner, 1909, 54 Sol. J. 1643; 1910, 1 K.B. 346, 
where, on a case stated, the question was asked: ‘* Should the 


sentence on the first counts of the indictment have been given 
before the prisoner was placed on his trial as an habitual criminal.’’ 
Channell, J., said (54 Sol. J, at p. 166: 1910, 1 K.B., at p. 363) 
that the court was clearly of opinion that the answer was in the 
negative. In this case, as I have said, no harm was done, and, 
therefore the conviction of the appellant of being an habitual 
criminal must stand. In view, however, of the long period 
during which he led an honest life this court considers it un- 
necessary that he should be sent to preventive detention, and 
that part of the sentence will be quashed.—CounseEL: T. P. 
Perks. Soiciror: Director of Public Prosecutions. 
{Reported by T, W. MorGaN, Barrister at-Law.] 


At Glamorgan Assizes on 20th inst., Ernest William Stroud, 
forty-nine, and his brother, Robert Stroud, forty-six, both of 
Swansea, were found guilty on indictments charging them with 
conspiracy to defraud the Inland Revenue of income tax and excess 
profits duty, and also making false returns and statements. Phe 
case for the prosecution was that the actual returns of the profits 
of the defendants’ business as coal exporters were understated, 
and the Inland Revnue was alleged to have lost some £13,000 
by means of the incorrect returns furnished. Ernest Stroud was 
sentenced to eight months’ imprisonment and Robert Stroud to 
seven months’ imprisonment in the second division. Mr. Justice 
Sankey said many people did not realise that in evading their 
proper taxes they were swindling the community. 
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In Parliament. 


House of Lords. 


Isth July. Food Supplies in War-tinie. Discussion initiated 
by the Earl of Selborne. 

bon Housing &c. (No. 2) Bill—Read the Third time and 
missed. 

Mth July. Agricultural Rates Bill and Intoxicating Liquor 
(Sale to Persons under Eighteen) Bill—Read a Second time and 
committed to a Committee of the whole House. 

23rd July. Ireland: Land Purchase and Compensation. 
Discussion initiated by the Earl of Middleton. 

24th July. British Empire Exhibition (1924) Incorporated 
(Memorandum Amendment) Bill—Read a Second time and 
committed to a Committee of the whole House. 

RENT RESTRICTIONS BILL. 

Rent and Mortgage Interest Restrictions Bill—Considered in 
Committee. 

After Clause 2 a new clause (Lord Dynevor) inserted, designed 
to meet cases where before the passing of the amending Act a 
landlord has granted a lease at the restricted rent until 30th June, 
1923, and afterwards at an increased rent on the footing of 
restriction being then removed, so as to enable the landlord to 
terminate the lease subject to the right of the tenant to elect to go 
on at the increased rent. 

Clause 3 omitted and a new clause inserted (The Earl of 
Onslow) so as to enact s. 5 of the Act of 1920 as now amended. 
The new clause is printed on another page. 

Clause 5, Power of County Court to amend notices of increase 
of rent. Amendment (Lord Buckmaster) to confine this to cases 
of genuine mistake \fter discussion, withdrawn, but to be 
considered on the Report stage, 

Clause 6, Permitted increases of rent of sub-tenancies. Amend- 
ment (Lord Buckmaster) to leave out s-s. (2), after discussion 
withdrawn. 

Addition to s-s. (1) (Karl of Onslow) to make statutory notice of 
increase of rent or sub-tenancy unnecessary, agreed to. 

\fter Clause 6, a new clause (Lord Hastings) designed to 
enable owners olf license ad premises to recover possession against 
asub-tenant, where the intermediate lessee is a brewery company 
to whom the sub-tenant is tied, and the brewery company’s 
lease has determined, rejected by 49 to 19, 

After clause 6, a new clause (Earl of Onslow) imposing a limit 
of six months for the recovery of excess payments of rent, agreed 
to. 

After Clause 11, a new clause (Earl of Onslow) empowering the 
county court, after 24th June, 1925, to impose in favour of a 
‘sitting tenant ” restrictions on the calling in of a mortgage, 
agreed to 

Dentists Bill, which amends the Dentists Act. 1921, in favour of 
ung iualific d dentists who are ex-service men and desire to pass the 
qualifying examination, by reducing from twenty-three to 
twenty-one vears the age which they must have attained on 
Isth July, 1921, the date of the passing of the Act of 1921 
Read a Second time and committed to a Committee of the whole 
Llouse. 

Property of Ex-Enemy Nationals. Discussion initiated by 
Lord Parmoor. 


House of Commons. 


Questions. 
LAND VALUES DUTLES. 

Mr. F. Gray (Oxford) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
whether he can inform the House of the gross amount of Land 
Value Duty received under the Finance (1909-10) Act, LOLO; 
and what portion of the sum has been reimbursed to claimants 
under the provisions of Se ction 57 (3) of the Finance Act, 1920 ? 

Sir W. JoyNsSON-Ilicks: The gross receipt of all Land Values 
Duties from their inception to the Slst March, 1923, was 
£6,765,711, and the amount of repayments during the same 
pe riod was L£Y1L3,706. 


PROBATION. 


Mr. F. Gray (Oxford) asked the Home Secretary whether his 
attention has been called to the fact that in 1922, whereas at 
the Londen Sessions probation orders were made in respect. of 
356 persons out of a total of 1.270 who were tried, in all the other 
county, liberty, city, and borough Quarter Sessions, only 137 
persons were placed upon probation out of a total 3,929 tried ; 
if he will take steps to ascertain whether this practice as carried 
out in the London Courts is satisfactory ; and, if so, whether 
he will bring the discrepancy to the notice of the other Quarter 
Sessions in the countfy ? 





Mr. Locker-LAMPSON: Attention was drawn to this point 
in the recently issued Report of.the Children’s Branch of the 
Home Office, which contains a chapter on probation. My 
right hon. Friend is considering the desirabilitv of sending a 
copy of this Report to Courts of Quarter Sessions as well as 
Petty Sessional Courts. 

Mr. PF. Gray asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether, 
in view of the fact that the use of the probation system for 
adults lessens the expenditure upon prisons, and since this 
saving is a direct relief to central funds, he will recommend 
an Exchequer grant towards the expenses of probation ? 

Mr. Locker-LAMpsOoN: I have been asked to reply to this 
question. The matter is receiving careful consideration, but 
1 need not remind my hon. Friend that the financial position 
is still difficult. (18th July.) 

Captain ArTuuR Evans (Leicester, East) asked the Home 
Secretary (1) what is the machinery for keeping stipendiary 
Magistrates informed of the subsequent progress of adults 
put upon probation, with special reference to cases before the 
London Police Courts: (2) who inspects the. records of the 
adult probation officers for London Police Courts, and at what 
intervals ? 

Mr. BRIDGEMAN: The rules made by the Secretary of State 
under Section 7 of the Probation of Offenders Act, 1907, require 
the Probation Officer to report to the Court at such intervals 
and in such a manner as the Court may direct. In London 
the Police Court Magistrates are in close touch with the Probation 
Officers attached to their Courts and take a very keen interest 
in the progress of their cases. [ understand that the records 
are constantly produced for the inspection of the Magistrates. 

Lord H. CAVENDISH BENTINCK (Nottingham, South) asked 
the Home Secretary whether he is aware that during the year 
1921 for every two indictable offenders put on probation three 
were sent to prison, whereas for every two non-indictable offenders 
put on probation 14 were sent to prison; and, in view of these 
facts whether he will give a grant towards the payment of the 
salaries of probation officers, thus ensuring an efficient system 
and the proper use of it by the magistrates ? 

Mr. BripGeEMAN: The figures quoted by the Noble Lord 
appear to be accurate as regards offences tried summarily, 
but they do not include indictable offences tried on indictment. 
As regards the latter part of the question, I would refer to the 
answer viven yesterday to the hon. Member for Oxford. (See 
above.) 


PRIVATE ESTATE COMPANIES’ SCOTLAND (TAXATION). 
Mr. WILLIAM GRAHAM (Edinburgh, Central) asked the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer whether his attention has been called 
to the fact that numerous Scottish landed estates have recently 
been formed into limited liability companies; whether this 
involves any change in the system of taxation of such estates ; 
and, if so, whether there is gain or loss to the Exchequer ? 

Sir W. JoyNson-Hicks: | am aware that in certain instances 
the owners of landed estates have transferred their properties 
to limited liability companies. In such a case the amount. of 
the owner's liability to Super-tax may be affected, but in this 
connection I would invite the hon. Member’s attention to the 
provisions of Section 2] of the Finance Act, 1922. 

Mr. GraAuaAM: Has the Treasury made up its mind as to 
whether there will be a gain or a loss to the Exchequer by reason 
of this change ? 

Sir W. JoyNson-Hicks: No, not yet. We have not had 
time enough yet to see what the effect of these limited liability 
companies will be. 


FINES (IMPRISONMENT OF DEFAULTERS). 

Mr. TURNER (Batley) asked the Home Secretary what number 
of persons were committed to prison in 1922 for non-payment of 
fines inflicted upon them in the police courts ; how many of such 
persons sent to prison were given time in which to pay such fines ; 
and if he will bring to the attention of magistrates and magistrates’ 
clerks the desirability of giving time to pay fines so as to keep 
our prisons more free and people from becoming prison-tainted ? 

Mr. BRIDGEMAN: 16,021 persons were admitted to prison in 
default of payment of fines in 1922. In regard to 3,108 of these 
persons, there are records showing they were allowed time to pay. 
\ circular, of which I am sending the hon. Member a copy, was 
sent to Courts of Summary Jurisdiction in May, 1922, and I do 
not think any further action is called for at the present time. 


BANKRUPTCY LAW (WIFE’S SAVINGS). 

Sir C. Cayzer (Chester) asked the Home Secretary whether 
his attention has been called to a ruling of the Courts under 
which the savings of a wife are taken possession of by the official 
receiver in the event of the bankruptcy of her husband; and 
whether, in view of the hardship thus entailed, he wiil consider 
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the desirability of proposing a charge in the law in this respect” 
Viscount WoLMER: I have been asked to reply. 1 am aware 
that the Courts have held that the savings of a married woman 
from money allowed to her by her husband for household expenses 
belong to the husband, and, consequently, pass to the Trustee in 
the event of the bankruptcy of the husband. As at present 
advised I am not prepared to recommend an alteration in the 
law in this respect. (19th July.) 


FRIENDLY SOCIETLES ACT. 

Mr. BARNES (East Ham, South) asked the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer whether he is in the position to state to the House 
when he proposes to consider the repeal or Amendment of 
Section 4 of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act ? 

Sir W. Joynson-Hicks: The hon. Member probably refers to 
the proposal to amend the provisions of Section 62 of the Friendly 
Societies Act, 1896, in order to bring it into line with Section 4 (1) 
of the Industrial Assurance Act, 1923. It is hoped to introduce a 
Bill to this effect in the Autumn Session. (23rd July.) 


INCOME TAX. 

Captain AtNswortH (Bury) asked the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer whether, seeing that the power given under The 
Finance Act, 1923, to Income Tax authorities to demand accounts 
and revise taxation for any six years past instead of for three 
years will in certain cases prevent trustees closing estates for six 
years, he will consider the advisability of withdrawing this new 
power from the Income Tax authorities, which is provoking the 
resentment of the trading communities ? 

Sir W. Joynson-Hicks: I would invite my hon. and gallant 
Friend’s attention to Sub-section (3) of Section 29 of the Finance 
Act, 1923, which provides that the period within which assess- 
ments may be made on executors and administrators in respect 
of the income of a deceased person shall not extend beyond the 
end of the third year next following the year of assessment in 
which the deceased person died. (24th July.) 


Bill Presented. 


Representation of the People Bill—‘‘ to make provision for 
voting by absent voters at local government elections ” 
Mr. Middleton. [Bill 204). (23rd July.) 


Bills in Progress and other Proceedings. 
18th July. Supply (16th Allotted Day): Board of Trade Vote. 
PROCURATORS-FISCAL AND SHERIFF CLERKS, SCOTLAND. 

On the motion for adjournment, Mr. William Graham drew 
attention to the position of the procurators-fiscal and sheriff 
clerks in Scotland who, since 1871, had been trying to obtain 
improvements in their conditions. The controversy had ranged 
over fifty or sixty years, until the appointment, a year or two 
ago, of the Blackburn Committee, which recommended a very 
great improvement in the rates of remuneration, status, pension 
rights, and general conditons of service of procurators-fiscal and 
sheriff clerks Since the Blackburn Committee publishe d its 
Report—and it was a representative authoritative document— 
negotiations had taken place between the two branches of the 
legal service in Scotland, the Scottish Office and the Treasury. 
The position at the present time was this: New proposals had 
been submitted, with which both branches of the service in 
Scotland were perfectly satisfied, and the Scottish representatives 
in the House had been asked to raise this matter on the Floor of 
the House, in order to ascertain the attitude of the Government. 
Continuing, Mr. Graham said :—‘* This problem falls into two 
parts. There is, first of all, the problem of the procurators-fiscal. 
They are a peculiar service in Scotland. They have never 
enjoyed pension rights. They have not had anything like 
adequate remuneration. They are engaged in very responsible 
work which includes many duties performed by corresponding 
officials in England. They have had suggested to them a scheme 
which differs materially from the Report of the Blackburn Com- 
mittee, as far as they are concerned. That scheme is wholly 
unacceptable to the procurators-fiscal. They have made it 
perfectly clear that until their claim for pensions and super- 
annuation is conceded there is no chance of agreement. Coming 
now to the sheriff clerks and their deputes, they have also had 
proposed to them a scheme in the past few weeks which is, I 
agree, an improvement on the proposals which have so far been 
made, but which, from our point of view, cannot be regarded as 
satisfactory, because it differs materially from and falls far short 
of the Blackburn Committee’s recommendation. It is proposed. 
first, to bring into operation the new scheme as from the date 





when the Sheriff Court fees in Scotland were increased—in April, 
1922---and,in the second place, to give the sheriff clerks, who have 
been seriously under-remunerated, an allowance on retirement. 
They are not entitled to pension or other rights. The allowance 
on retirement is to equal a week's pay for each year's service, 
which, of course, would be a miserably inadequate sum even for a 
man with long service in the Sheriff Courts, and which, if invested, 
would not enable these poorly remunerated officials in the past to 
maintain themselves in anything like comfort or decency. That 
was proposed after long negotiation with the Scottish Office and 
the Treasury, and our contention is that we must stand firm by 
the clear terms of the Report of the Blackburn Committee. Our 
object is to find out what attitude the Government is going to 
take in this controversy.”’ 

Mr. Duncan Millar, Sir Robert Hamilton, and Mr. Ja mes 

Brown supported Mr. Graham. 

The Solicitor-General for Scotland (Mr. F. C. Thomson): 
{t is unfortunate that this matter should be raised just at the 
moment when the representatives of the two bodies are about 
to submit to their respective associations the proposals which 
have been put before them by the Treasury and by the Scottish 
Office in regard to the salaries, which are a very great modification 
on the original proposals, and which have been arrived at after 
long consultation and discussion, and which I do not think, 
as regards salary, differs very materially from what the officials 
themselves would regard as fair and reasonable. As to the 
clerks’ salary, there is really no very great difference, speaking 
broadly, between the last offer made by the Government, very 
considerably modified, and the offer these offiicals considered 
fair and reasonable. On the point of bonus, no one for a moment 
wishes to stress that question against these officials. Far from 
it! But it was represented that owing to the increased fees 
of a year ago the Government, which offered simply an additional 
sum of money, had, so to speak, made a clear profit. It is 
fair to point out that this is a question for the taxpayer, and 
that, so far from having made a profit upon the service by 
increasing the fees, the sum paid out in bonus since the bonuses 
were instituted considerably exceeded the additional sum which 
was gained by the increase of fees last year. A further point 
has been raised, namely, that all officers should be established 
and in calculating pensions, that back service should be taken 
into account. By Statute, the Treasury is not entitled to 
pay pensions for a period of less than 10 years. The Regulations 
provide that civil servants have to retire at 60, and the ordinary 
rule is that no man shall be established under the age of 50. 
Under these proposals it was suggested that officials up to the 
age of 55 should be established, which was going five years 
beyond the ordinary Civil Service period. As regards pension 
for back service, in analagous cases, pension for back service 
has not been given on establishment. Take the County Court 
staffs in England. Just the other day a scheme similar to 
the present scheme was accepted by the County Court staffs, 
and it would be difficult to justify different treatment to that 
for the Court officials in Scotland. However meritorious their 
work, and I have every sympathy and appreciation of it, it 
would be difficult to justify different treatment as regards 
pension for back service in their case, compared with officials 
doing analogous legal work in England who have, up to date 
not been established, and are now being established on conditions 
similar to those proposed here, which do not include pensions 
for back service. There are numerous cases in London, in 
the legal departments of Government offices, which were remuner- 
ated up the other day by a lump-sum payment made to one 
of the heads of the Department, and from the lump sum he 
had to pay the officials under his charge. It was, however, 
thought better that such officials should be established, and in 
numerous cases they have been established ; but it has not been 
found possible to depart from the well-established Treasury 
Rule that back service should not count for pension. Of course, 
if my own personal and private desires could be considered in 
this matter, I should like to see special treatment accorded 
to these officers ; but one must look the facts fairly and squarely 
in the face, and if we have similar bodies in England being 
established at the present time, and a scheme proposed for 
them which does not give them a pension taking back service 
into account in fixing their pension, it is difficult to see how it 
could be justified in another case. 

The discussion was not concluded. 

19th July. Supply (17th Allotted Day) Navy Extimates : 
Admiralty Office Vote. 

Housing, &c. (No. 2) Bilk—Lords Amendments considered 
and agreed to. 

Expiring Laws Continuance Bill, Public Works Loans Bill 
and Education (Institution Children) Bill—Read the Third 
time and passed. 

20th July. Universities of Oxford and Cambridge Bill 
(Lords) As amended in the Standing Committee—Considered 








and read the Third time and passed. 
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23rd July. Military Expenditure and Disarmament. Mr. 
J. Ramsay MacDonald moved :— 

That this House deplores the enormous and growing 
expenditure on the naval and air forces and on other military 
preparations which is beginning once more a competition 
in armaments and is depleting resources that should be 
available for expenditure on educaton, public health, and 
similar social and human services, and, recalling the pledges 
of political leaders and the expectations of the nation that 
the Great World War was to end war, urges the Government 
to take immediate steps to call an international conference 
to consider a programme of national safety, based upon the 
policy that by disarmament alone can the peace and liberty 
of small and large nations alike be secured.”’ 

Mr. O’ Neill moved to leave out the words : 
deplores the enormous and growing expenditure on the naval 
and air forces and on other military preparations which is 


beginning once more a competition in armaments and is | 
that should be available for expenditure on 


depleting resources 

education, public health, and similar social and human services, 

and, recalling the pledges of political leaders and the expecta- 
tions of the nation that the Great World War was to end war, 
urges the Government to take immediate steps to call an 
international conference to consider a programme of national 
safety based upon the policy that by disarmament alone can 
the peace and liberty of small and large nations alike be 
ecured,’ 
and to add instead thereof the words: 

views with alarm the danger of renewed competition in 
armament amony nations, and is of opinion that at the earliest 
favourable opportunity Hlis Majesty’s Government should use 
its influence to the utmost extent both through the League of 

Nations and otherwise to prevent a recurrence of such inter- 

national competition and bring about a general limitation of 

armaments.’ 

After discussion, motion that the words proposed to be left 
out stand part of the Question, rejected by 286 to 69. Debate 
adjourned. 

Agricultural Holdings Acts (Amendment) Bill. Lords Amend- 
ments considered and agreed to. 

Merchant Shipping Acts (Amendment) Bill. As amended in 
the Standing Committee. Considered and read the Third time 
and passed. 

21th July. Business of the Llouse. The Prime Minister stated 
the Bills to be taken during the remainder of the week, including 
the Second reading of the Administration of Justice Bill, and 
continued :—In regard to the date of the Summer Recess, | hop: 
that it will be possible for the HLouse to adjourn on Thursday of 
next week (2nd August), until Tuesday, 13th November. The 
business outstanding after this week which we must ask the 
louse to dispose of before the Adjournment is as follows :— 
Supply: We shall conclude the business of Supply this week, 
and it will then remain to pass the Appropriation Bill through all 
its stages. We hope to obtain all stages of the National Diamond 
Factory (Guarantee Agreement) Bill and Financial Resolution if 
this Bill proves to be non-contentious. Second reading of the 
Administration of Justice Bill [Lords], if not obtained on Friday, 
and of the Criminal Justice Bill [Lords], and Lords Amendments, 
if any, to Bills which have already passed this House, including 
the Agricultural Rates Bill and the Rent Restrictions Bill. 

We propose to postpone until the autumn further consideration 
of the following Bills now before Parliament :—Administration of 
Justice {| Lords). Criminal Justice [Lords]. Education (Scotland) 
| Lords|. Workmen's Compensation (No. 2). Also consideration 
of the: Avricultural Wages (Confirmation of Agreements). 
Agricultural Keturns. Honours (Prevention of Abuses) [Lords]. 
Mental Treatment |Lords}. Post Office. Trade Boards. War 
Charges (Validity). And of Bills which have originated in another 
place, if any of them are received in this House before the 
Adjournment. 

Supply (18th Allotted Day) Post Office Vote: Mines Depart- 
ment of the Board of Trade Vote. 








New Rules. 


High Court of Justice. 
LONG VACATION, 1923. 
NOTICE. 

During the Vacation, up to and including Saturday, 
&th September, all applications “‘ which may require to be im- 
mediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to The Hon. 
Mr. Justice Russell. 

Court Bustness.—The Hon. Mr. Justice Russell, will, until 
further notice, sit in The Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts 


of Justice, at 10.30 a.m., on Wednesday in every week, com- 
mencing on Wednesday, 8th August, for the purpose of hearing 
such applications, of the above nature as, according to the 
practice in the Chancery Division, are usually heard in Court. 
No Case will be placed in the Judge’s Paper unless leave has 
been previously obtained, or a Certificate of Counsel that the 

Case requires to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating 

concisely the reasons, is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers, relating to every application made to the 
Vacation Judges (see notice below as to Judges’ Papers), are to be 
left with the Cause Clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ 
Office, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock two 
days previous to the day on which the application is intended to 
be made. When the Cause Clerk is not in attendance, they may 
be left at Room 136, under cover, addressed to him, and marked 
outside ‘‘ Chancery Vacation Papers,’’ or they may be sent by 
post, but in either case so as to be received by the time aforesaid. 

URGENT MATTERS WHEN THE JUDGE NOT PRESENT IN COURT 
or CHAMBERS.—Application may be made in any case of urgency, 
to the Judge personally (if necessary), or by post or rail,.prepaid, 
accompanied by the brief of Counsel, office copies of the affidavits 
in support of the application, and also by a Minute, on a separate 
sheét of paper, signed by Counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently 
stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows : 
‘Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, 
Chancery Registrars’ Office, Royal Courts of Justice, London 
W.C.2.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, 
a copy of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sents 

The Papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on 
application at Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

CHANCERY CHAMBER BusINEss.—The Chambers of Justices 
Eve and Romer will be open for Vacation business on Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday and Friday in each week, from 10 to 
2 o’ clock. 

Kine’s Bencu CHAMBER Bustness.—The Hon. Mr. Justice 
Russell will, until further notice, sit for the disposal of King’s 
Bench Business in Judge’s Chambers at 10.30 a.m. on Tuesday 
in every week, commencing on Tuesday, 7th August. 

PROBATE AND Divorce.—Summonses will be heard by the 
Registrar, at the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, 
every day during the Vacation at 11.30 (Saturdays excepted). 

Motions will be heard by the Registrar on Wednesdays, the 
15th and 29th August, and the 12th and 26th September, at the 
Principal Probate Registry at 12.15. 

Decrees will be made absolute on Wednesdays, the 8th and 
22nd August, the 5th and 19th September, and the 3rd October. 

All Papers for Motions and for making Decrees absolute are to 
be left at the Contentious Department, Somerset House, before 
2 o’clock on the preceding Friday. 

The Offices of the Probate and Divorce Registries will be 
opened at 10 a.m. and closed at 4 p.m., except on Saturdays, 
when the Offices wil! be opened at 10 a.m. and closed at 1 p.m. 

JupGe’s Papers For UsE In Court.—Chancery Division.— 
The following Papers for the Vacation Judge, are required to be 
left with the Cause Clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ 
Office, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o’clock, 
two days previous to the day on which the applieation to the 
Judge is intended to be made :— 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency or note of special leave 
granted by the Judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any) 
and any other documents showing the nature of the application. 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

1.—-Office copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in 
answer (if any). 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been 
disposed of, to apply at once to the Judge’s Clerk in Court for the 
return of their papers. 

VACATION REGISTRAR.—Mr. Bloxam (Room 180). 

Chancery Registrar’s Office, 
Royal Courts of Justice, 
16th July, 1923. 


New Orders. 


COMPANIES WINDING UP. 

The Lord Chancellor has made an Order under Section 132 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, transferring the 
jurisdiction of the High Court to wind up Companies from The 
Honourable Mr. Justice Astbury and The Honourable Mr. Justice 
Lawrence to The Honourable Mr. Justice Eve and The Honourable 
Mr. Justice Romer. The Order will come into effect on the 
12th October, 1923. 

23rd July. 
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The following alterations in the Circuits of County Court 
Judges will have effect from the Ist August, 1923, viz. :— 

1.. The transfer of the County Courts of Dorking and Redhill 
from Circuit 46 (Judge Hargreaves) to Circuit 42 (Judge Sir 
Edward Bray). 

2. The transfer of the County Court of Brentford from 
Circuit 42 (Judge Sir Edward Bray) to Circuit 46 (Judge 
Hargreaves). 

3. Judge Hargreaves will cease to sit as additional Judge 
at Bloomsbury County Court. 

Lord Chancellor’s Office, 
House of Lords, S.W.1. 
16th July, 1923. 


COUNTY COURT CHANGES. | 
| 
| 


POOR PERSONS RULES COMMITTEE. 

The Lord Chancellor has appointed The Honourable Mr. Justice 
P. O. Lawrence (Chairman), Robert Frederic Bayford, Esquire 
K.C., Alfred Henry Coley, Esquire, Sir Roger Gregory, W. Leach, 
Esquire, M.P., Lawrence Roger Lumley, Esquire, M.P., Sir Henry 
Maddocks, K.C., M.P., Roderick Sinclair Meiklejohn, Esquire, 
C.B., and Sir Claud Schuster, K.C.B., C.V.O., K.C., to be a 
Committee to inquire into the difficulties which have arisen in 
the working of the Poor Persons Rules, and to consider and 
report to the Lord Chancellor as to the steps which should be 
taken whether by way of amendment of those Rules or by the 
substitution of a different system, with a view to assisting Poor 
Persons to pursue their civil remedies in the High Court or to 
defend actions brought against them. 

Lord Chancellor’s Office, 

House of Lords, S.W.1. 
25th July, 1923. 


Home Office. 
DANGEROUS DRUGS ACT, 1920. 
(10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 46.) 

Notice is hereby given under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, 
that the Secretary of State for the Home Department proposes, 
after the expiration of forty days from this date, to make a 
Regulation under Section 7 of the Danyerous Drugs Act, 1920 
(10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 46), amending Regulation 15 of the Dangerous 
Drugs Regulations, 1921 (S.R. & O. 1921, No. 865), which relates 
tothe supply of the drugs to which the Act applies to the masters 
of merchant ships. 


Ministry of Health. 
DRIED MILK. 


The Minister of Health is about to make Regulations as to 
the labelling and composition of dried milk on the lines of the 
Regulations recently made with regard to condensed milk. The 
Regulations will come into operation on the Ist January, 1924, 
and will apply to all dried milk intended for sale for human 
consumption in England and Wales. 

Copies of the draft Regulations which have been prepared for 
this purpose can be purchased under the description ‘* Draft of 
the Public Health (Dried Milk) Regulations, 1923,”’ from H.M. 
Stationery Office, Imperial House, Kingsway, W.C.2, either 
directly or through any bookseller (price 2d.). Any representa 
tions on the subject should be addressed to the Secretary to the 
Ministry at an early date. 

Ministry of Health, 

Whitehall, S.W.1 
214th July, 1923. 


Royal Commission. 
SUBSIDENCE BY MINING. 

A Royal Comission consisting of Viscount Chelmsford 
(Chairman), Mr. William Adamson, Sir Walter P. Nicholas, 
Mr. George A. Lewis, Mr. Granville C. H. Wheler, Mr. Vernon 
Hartshorn, Mr. Hugh R. Buchanan, Mr. Robert G. Ellis, Mr. 
Harold Jevons, Mr. Henry Louis, Mr. Montague F. Maclean, 
Mr. R. F. MacSwinney, Mr. Frank B. Varley, and Mr. John D. 
Wallis has been appointed, with the following reference :-— 

To consider the operation of the law relating to the support 
of the surface of the land, and of buildings or works on or 
under the surface, by underlying or adjacent minerals ; to 
inquire into the extent and gravity of the damage caused by 
subsidence owing to the extraction of minerals and the incidenc: 
of the resulting liability ; and to report what steps should be 
taken, by legislation or otherwise, to remedy, equitably to all 
persons concerned, any defects or hardships that may be 





found to arise in existing conditions. 





A Corporate Trustee ‘ir. Family Solicitor 
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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


(Incorporated A.D. 1720) acts as 


EXECUTOR AND TRUSTEE OF WILLS 
or TRUSTEE OF SETTLEMENTS. 


Trust Funds are kept apart from the Corporation’s Funds. 
THE SOLICITOR NOMINATED BY THE TESTATOR IS EMPLOYED. 
For full pirticulars apply to the Secretary— 


HEAD OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C.3. 
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Societies. 
Gray's Inn. 
LONG VACATION. 


The Library will be open as follows : 


Auvust Ist to 31st .. oe -- 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. 
Closed on Saturdays and on Bank Holiday. 
September Ist to 30th oe .. 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 

Saturdays on -« 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. 


Gloucester and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 
society. 

The annual general meeting of this Society was held at Bibury, 
Glos., on Thursday, 5th July, 1925. 

There were present: Mr. R. McLaren (Cheltenham), President } 
Mr. J. Crewe Wood (Swindon), Vice-President; Messrs. E. L. 
Baylis, W. G. Gurney, C. E. Jeens, H. H. Thompson, a. 3. 
Rickerby, I. D. Yeaman, J. P. Winterbotham (Cheltenham), 
R. W. Ellett, R. J. Mullings, H. St. G. Rawlins, KE. C. Sewell 
(Cirencester), A. J. Hitchman Iles (Fairford), Frank H. Bretherton, 
Fred H. Bretherton, P. J. Bretherton, C. F. Drinkwater, EK. F. T. 
Fowler, J. W. Haines, J. H. Jones, F. H. King, P. C. Lloyd, J. KE. 
Matthews, G. C. P. Pike, Ff. W. Harvey (Gloucester), EK. C. Elwell 
(Highworth), G. H. Pavey Smith (Nailworth), W. R. Bloxam, 
A. H. G. Heelas, R. J. C. Little, J. L. Norris, C. G. Norris, F. G. 
Playne, R. H. Smith (Stroud), J. L. Calderwood (Swindon), 
H. A. Badham, H. W. Brown, N. G. Moore, T. Weldon Thomson 
(Tewkesbury), H. Dale (Wootton Bassett), and H. Goldingham 
(Wootton-under-Edge), with Mr. Herbert Il. Scott (Gloucester), 
hon. secretary. 

Mr. J. Crewe Wood (Swindon) was elected President and 
Mr. Fred H. Bretherton (Gloucester) Vice-President for the 
ensuing year, and Mr. John Wilton Haines (Gloucester) was 
appointed Hon. Treasurer of the Society in the place of his late 
father, Mr. J. P. Wilton Haines, who had served the Society in 
that capacity for twenty years. A sum of forty guineas was voted 
for charitable grants, and eight new members of the Socicty were 
elected, increasing the total membership to 145. 

After luncheon at the Swan Hotel, Bibury, the me aor visited 
various places of interest on the Cots wolds, and were afterwards 
hospitably entertained to tea at Wagers Court, ¢ Seastbest Kings, 
by the outgoing President and Mrs. McLaren. 


Society of City and Borough Clerks of the Peace. 


The thirty-first Annual Meeting was held at Sunderland on 
the 13th July, 1923, Mr. H. Craven (Sunderland) in the chair. 
Points of interest were discussed, including the Criminal Justice 
Bill, 1923. Jurors Book, etc., etc. The following officers were 
elected for the ensuing year: President, Mr. C. L. des Forges 
(Rotherham); Vice-President, Mr. J. B. Chapman (Burton-on- 
Trent); Treasurer, Sir A. C. Peake, Kt. (Leeds); Hon. Sec., 
Mr. E. M. Redhead (Manchester); Committee: Mr. Barker 
(Grimsby), Mr. Brogden (Lincoln), Mr. Day (Maidstone), 
Mr. Craven (Sunderland), Mr. Smith (Sheffield), Dr. Woodhouse 
(Hull). 
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The Hardwicke Society. 

The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society was held at the 
Connaught Rooms, on 20th July. Mr. G. KE. Crawford, the 
President, was in the chair. 

Lord Justice Atkin, says The Times, responding to the toast 
of The Guests,’ proposed by Mr. J. Alun Pugh (Vice-President), 
expressed regret at the absence through illness, of the Lord 
Chancellor, who was to have been one of their guests that night. 
Ife was glad to think that accounts as to the Lord Chancellor’s 
condition were very favourable, and the Society might hope to 
have him present on a subsequent occasion. They also regretted 
extremely the absence of the American Ambassador. Life on 
the Bench compared with the sociable life at the Bar was a very 
and the judges much appreciated the opportunity 


lonely one, 
Judges in the courts 


of meeting their young friends of the Bar. 


of first instance all shrank from publicity. If they did find 
that they were engaged in cases of publicity, they shrank away 
to the Divorce Courts, where they could be quite sure of remaining 


in obscurity and of not being reported. In the Court of Appeal, 
the judges, he was glad to say, were unknown, but they had their 
vicissitudes. They were sometimes reversed by the House of 
Lords, or by Mr. Justice McCardie—but on the whole, though 
youthful and inexperienced, they got on very well. As to his 
brothers of the Chancery Division, one thing that surprised 
him about Mr. Justice Eve was how he got into Chancery, because 
if there ever was a man born to be a great common law judge, 
friend, Mr. Justice Eve. However the 


eminent 
rtainly flowed untainted and 


fl »wed, it «x 


it was his very 
stream of justice 
pure. 

Mr. Justice Shearman, proposing “‘ The Hardwicke Society,’’ 
said it had had a long and prosperous career, and it performed a 
very admirable function—in the education of the young barrister. 
No young ought to go to the Bar until he had learned to 
stand on his and properly express himself. Nowadays 
long were not wanted. To the young barrister he 
would give two pieces of advice. The first commandment was 
that they should be candid with the court and the second was 
that they should be short and to the point. A good deal of the 
the Bar was not now addressed to juries, but to 
judges. There was a tendency to forget that a judge was really a 
juryman and regarded nuisance. They 
expected young barristers to put their cases before the court 
in the most concise possible way. 

The Chairman, responding, spoke of the activities of the 


man 
legs 


orations 


‘ loquen¢ eo 


long speeches as a 
I 


Society during the year. Their debates had reached a very high 
level of excellence, and they were fortunate in having their 
merits recognised by the British electorate, who had sent to 


Parliament a number of the members of the Society. 

The Rev. Hugh Chapman (Chaplain to the Savoy) submitted 
the toast ‘‘ The Bench and Bar.’”’ \ large number of the clergy, 
he said, were enormously human, and in sympathy with all the 
troubles which the law constantly tried to solve. They were 
great pals of the barristers and they looked upon the integrity 
of the judges as one of the chief assets in the social life of England. 

Mr. Justice Eve, replying, said that if it be true that no man 
stepped from the Bar to the Bench without some misgiving 
whether he would have the ability to discharge the duties of his 
new position, it was equally true that no man who had occupied 
the position of a judge for any appreciable period could review 
his record without a painful consciousness of the gulf which 
separated his achievements from his anticipations. Despite 
temperamental infirmities, a very large proportion of the human 
nature which they possessed when at the Bar still survived in 
judges when they were on t he Bench. 

Sir Thos. Inskip (Solicitor-General) also replied. 

The company included:—Judge Barnard Lailey, Judge 
Farrant, Sir Ronald Waterhouse, Colonel Stuart Sankey, Mr. J. F. 
W. Galbraith, K.C., M.P., Mr. J. F. Carr, the Rev. Robert Hudson 
(Principal of St. Mark’s Training College), Mr. R. S. 'T. Chorley, 
Mr. P. B. Morle, and Mr. C. E. Honoratus Lloyd (Honorary 
Secretary ). 

Mr. C. Charles Paine, 7 Cranley-place, S.W.7, writing,to The 
Times (26th inst.), says: The controlling authorities apparently 
regard the ever-growing number of casualties caused by the motor 
traffic with more equanimity than the general public. Surely 
in the face of such a list as your recent issues give us it is time for 
the Home Secretary and police to turn their attention very 
seriously to the matter, especially with regard to the unfortunate 
pedestrian, whose right to the use of the road seems to be a thing 


of the past. 








THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
FORGET THE CLaIMs OF THE MippLEesEx Hospital, 
WHICH 18 URGENSLY Iv NEED OF Funps ror res Humane Work. 








Rent and Mortgage Interest 
. . 7 5 . 
Restrictions Bill. 

The following is the new clause introduced by the Earl of 
Onslow in Committee of the House of Lords on Tuesday to 
replace clause 3 of the Rent Restrictions Bill in order to reproduce 
the whole of s. 5 of the Act of 1920 as altered :— 

The following section shall be substituted for section five of 
the principal Act, namely :— 

5. Restriction on right to possession.|—(1) No order or judg- 
ment for the recovery of possession of any dwelling-house to 
which this Act applies, or for the ejectment of a tenant therefrom, 
shall be made or given unless— 

(a) any rent lawfully due from the tenant has not been paid, 
or any cther obligation of the tenancy (whether under the 
contract of tenancy or under this Act) so far as the same is 
consistent with the provisions of this Act has been broken or 
not performed ; or 

(b) the tenant or any person residing or lodging with him or 
being his sub-tenant has been guilty of conduct which is a 
nuisance or annoyance to adjoining occupiers, or has been 
convicted of using the premises or allowing the premises to be 
used for an immoral or illegal purpose, or the condition of the 
dwelling-house has, in the opinion of the court, deteriorated 
owing to acts of waste by or the neglect or default of the tenant 
or any such person, and, where such person is a lodger or 
sub-tenant, the court is satisfied that the tenant has not, 
before the making or giving of the order or judgment, taken 
such steps as he ought reasonably to have taken for the removal 
of the lodger or sub-tenant ; or 

(c) the tenant has given notice to quit, and in consequence 
of that notice the landlord has contracted to sell or let the 
dwelling-house or has taken any other steps as a result of which 
he would, in the opinion of the court, be seriously prejudiced 
if he could not obtain possession ; 

(d) the dwelling-house is reasonably required by the landlord 
for occupation as a residence for himself, or for any son or 
daughter of his over eighteen years of age, or for any person 
bona fide residing with him, or for some person engaged in his 
whole time employment or in the whole time employment of 
some tenant from him or with whom, conditional on housing 
accommodation being provided, a contract for such employment 
has been entered into, and (except as otherwise provided by 
this subsection) the court is satisfied that alternative accom- 
modation is available which is reasonably suitable to the means 
of the tenant and to the needs of the tenant and his family as 
regards extent, character, and proximity to place of work and 
which consists either of a dwelling-house to which this Act 
applies. or of premises to be let as a separate dwelling on terms 
which will afford to the tenant security of tenure reasonably 
equivalent to the security afforded by this Act in the case of a 
dwelling-house to which this Act applies ; or 

(e) the dwelling-house is reasonably required for the purpose 
of the execution of the statutory duties or powers of a local 
authority, or statutory undertaking, or for any purpose which, 
in the,opinion of the court, is in the public interest, and the 
court in either case is satisfied as aforesaid as respects alternative 
accommodation ; or 

(f) the landlord became the landlord after service in any of 
His Majesty’s forces during the war and requires the house for 
his personal occupation and offers the tenant accommodation 
on reasonable terms in the same dwelling-house, such accom- 
modation being considered by the court as reasonably sufficient 
in the circumstances ; or 

(g) the dwelling-house is required for occupation as a 
residence by a former tenant thereof who gave up occupation 
in consequence of his service in any of His Majesty’s forces 
during the war ; or 

(h) the tenant without the consent of the landlord has at 
any time after the thirty-first day of July, nineteen hundred 
and twenty-three, assigned or sub-let the whole of the dwelling- 
house or sub-let part of the dwelling-house, the remainder 
being already sub-let ; or 

(i) the dwelling-house consists of or includes premises 
licensed for the sale of intoxicating liquor, and the tenant has 
committed an offence as holder of the licence or has not con- 
ducted the business to the satisfaction of the licensing justices 
or the police authority, or has carried it on in a manner 
detrimental to the public interest, or the renewal of the licence 
has for any reason been refused ; 

and, in any such case as aforesaid, the court considers it reasonable 
to make such an order or give such judgment. 

The existence of alternative accommodation shall not 
condition of an order or judgment on any of the grounds specified 
in paragraph (d) of this subsection- 

(i) where the tenant was in the employment of the landlord 
or a former landlord, and the dwelling-house was let to him in 
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consequence of that employment and he has ceased to be in 
that employment ; or 

(ii) where the court is satisfied by a certificate of the county 
agricultural committee, or of the Minister of Agriculture and 

Fisheries pending the formation of such committee, that the 

dwelling-house is required by the landlord for the occupation 

of a person engaged on work necessary for the proper working 
of an agricultural holding, or with whom conditional on housing 
accommodation being provided, a contract for employment on 
such work has been entered into ; or 

(iii) where the landlord gave up the occupation of the 
dwelling-house in consequence of his service in any of His 

Majesty’s forces during the war; or 

(iv) where the landlord or the husband or wife of the landlord 
became the landlord before the thirtieth day of June, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-two, and the dwelling-house is reasonably 
required by him for occupation as a residence for himself or 
for any son or daughter of his over eighteen years of age; or 

(v) where the landlord or the husband or wife of the landlord 

did not become the landlord before the thirtieth day of June, 
nineteen hundred and twenty-two, and the dwelling-house is 
reasonably required by him for occupation as a residence for 
himself or for any son or daughter of his over eighteen years 
of age, and the court is satisfied that greater hardship would 
be caused by refusing to grant an order or judgment for 
possession than by granting it. 

(2) At the time of the application for or the making or giving 
of any order or judgment for the recovery of possession of any 
such dwelling-house, or for the ejectment of a tenant therefrom, 
or in the case of any such order or judgment which has been 
made or given, whether before or after the passing of this Act, 
and not executed at any subsequent time, the court may adjourn 
the application, or stay or suspend execution on any such order 
or judgment, or postpone the date of possession for such period 
or periods as it thinks fit, and subject to such conditions (if any) 
in regard to payment by the tenant of arrears of rent, rent, or 
mesne profits and otherwise as the court thinks fit, and, if such 
conditions are complied with, the court may, if it thinks fit, 
discharge or rescind any such order or judgment. 

(3) Where any order or judgment has been made or given 
before the passing of this Act but not executed, and, in the opinion 
of the court, the order or judgment would not have been made 
or given if this Act had been in force at the time when such order 
or judgment was made or given, the court may, on application by 
the tenant, rescind or vary such order or judgment in such 
manner as the courtmay think fit for the purpose of giving effect 
to this Act. : 

(4) Notwithstanding anything in section one hundred and forty- 
three of the County Courts Act, 1888 [51 & 52 Vict. c. 43], or in 
section one of the Small Tenements Recovery Act, 1838 [1 & 2 
Vict. c. 74], every warrant for delivery of possession of, or to enter 
and give possession of, any dwelling-house to which this Act 
applies, shall remain in force for three months from the day next 
after the last day named in the judgment or order for delivery 
of possession or ejectment, or, in the case of a warrant under the 
Small Tenements Recovery Act, 1838, from the date of the issue 
of the warrant, and in either case for such further period or 
periods, if any, as the court shall from time to time, whether 
before or after the expiration of such three months, direct. 

(5) An order or judgment against a tenant for the recovery 
of possession of any dwelling-house or ejectment therefrom under 
this section shall not affect the right of any sub-tenant to whom 
the premises or any part thereof have been lawfully sublet 
before proceedings for recovery of possession or ejectment 
were commenced, to retain possession under this section, or be 
in any way operative against any such sub-tenants. 

(6) Where a landlord has obtained an order or judgment for 
possession or ejectment under this section on the ground that he 
requires a dwelling-house for his own occupation, and it is subse- 
quently made to appear to the court that the order or judgment 
was obtained by misrepresentation or the concealment of material 
facts, the court may order the landlord to pay to the former tenant 
such sum as appears sufficient as compensation for damage or loss 
sustained by that tenant as the result of the order or judgment. 
_ (7) The provisions of the last preceding sub-section shall apply 
In any case where the landlord has, after the thirty-first day of 
July, nineteen hundred and twenty-three, obtained an order 
or judgment for possession or ejectment on any of the grounds 
specified in paragraph (d) of sub-section (1) of this section, and 
it is subsequently made to appear to the court that the order or 
judgment was obtained by misrepresentation or concealment of 
material facts, and in any such case the court may, if it thinks fit, 
in addition to making an order for payment of compensation by 
the landlord to the former tenant, direct that the dwelling-house 
Shall not be excluded from this Act by reason of the landlord 
having come into possession thereof under the said order o1 
judgment, and if such a direction is given, this Act shall apply 
and be deemed to have applied to the dwelling-house as from the 
date mentioned in such direction, 





) . . — 

Breach of Promise in France. 
The Times correspondent at Paris, in a message of 24th inst., 
says: 

Damages for breach of promise have been awarded for the first 
time in France at the St. Etienne Tribunal. Hitherto damages 
have only been admitted in cases of seduction, but in the case 
before the Court the honour of the plaintiff was not in question. 
A precedent has thus been created of special interest to all French 
families, for it was the parents of the faithless lover who were 
ordered to pay 15,000 francs compensation to the forlorn maiden, 

The parties had been engaged with the consent of their 
respective parents for four years, when the lady received a letter 
from the parents of her fiancé, in which they stated, ‘* After 
reflection we find our son is too young to marry,”’ and with it a 
note from the yvoung man himself, saying, ** | bow to the wish of 
my parents. Adieu. Be happy.’ 

This legal decision is not the outcome of a recent Act of 
Parliament. Maitre Gabriel Kroenlen-Bailly, barrister at the 
Paris Bar, who conducted the case, relied simply on Article 1,382 
of the Civil Code, which states in clear language, ‘** Those who cause 
damages to others are held responsible for its reparation.’’ The 
Tribunal held that the defendant had been guilty of imprudence 
which had caused damage, and that the damage must be repaired. 
They directed their condemnation particularly against the 
parents for neglecting to study the character of their proposed 
daughter-in-law before consenting to the engagement. 

The judginent therefore establishes the responsibility of French 
parents in respect of promise of marriage and safeguards the 
dignity as well as the material interests of marriageable girls, for 
the Court ‘ Unjustifiable breach of promise exposes a 
young girl to public loss of reputation and makes it extremely 
difficult for her to secure another contract of marriage.” 


Says : 


Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, of Ashley-gardens, Westminster 
S.W., senior partner in Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Samson & Co., 
Austin Friars, E.C., and Booth-strect, Manchester, formerly 
president of the Manchester Law Society and of the Incorporated 
Law Society, died on 8th June, leaving property of the value of 
£28,736, with net personalty £20,661. 
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Irish Deportees Compensation 
Tribunal. 

\ preliminary sitting of the Irish Deportees Compensation 
Tribunal, which is to hear the claims of Irish deportees under the 
Restoration of Order in Ireland Act, 1923, took place on 20th inst. 
at St. James-square, S.W. After indicating the procedure to 
be adopted, the wy eo vc jiourned until L5th October. Lord 
Justice Atkin is the President of 3 Tribunal. the other members 
of which are Sir Francis Tayi . K.C., and Sir Hugh Fraser. 


An appearance was made on be -half of sixty-seven of the 


deportees, one of whom appeared in person. Mr. Holman 
Gregory, K.C., appeared for sixty-five of the claimants, including 
all those in prison, except Art O’Brien, who, it is believed, will 
also make a claim Mr. Giveen appeared for the Crown. 
Intimating the procedure of the Tribunal, Lord Justice Atkin 


aid there must obviously be a statement of claim giving the 
circumstances which gave rise to the claim and the amount 
and detailed particulars of the loss and damage suffered, the 
actual expenses incurred, any other special damage, and, in 
addition, the general damages which would be claimed. He 
added that laimes had to be in by 7th Septem be r. 





The Evidence of Accused Persons. 


At the Central Criminal Court on 20th inst., the trial was con- 
Henry Griffin, 24, carman, on the charg re of murdering 
married woman, whose dead body was fou =a 
Twickenham, on the morning of 24th May. 


tinued of 
Ada Kerr, a voung 
in Whitton Wood, nea 


The jury were unable to agree, and were discharged from giving 
a verdict 

Mr. Justice Darling, says The Times, in summing up, said the 
verdict must be either “‘ Guilty of murder ’’ or ‘* Not Guilty.”’ 


There was no room for any other verdict. Indeed, counsel fo1 
the defence did not pretend that any other verdict was possible. 
After reviewing the evidence, Mr. Justice Darling remarked that 
up to twenty-five years ago a prisoner could not have gone into 
the witness-box and given evidence, nor could he have called his 
wife as a witness. And why’ Because people believed, and 
the law acted on their belief, that a man’s interest in getting 
himself off was so strong that they could not believe what he said. 
The law was altered and a prisoner and his wife were both allowed 
to give evidence, but they were not obliged to. But although 
the law had been altered the reasoning remained just as good a 

ever. Wasitor wasit not true that, ifaman were giving evidence 
about something which was indifferent to him, he was much more 
likely to say what was true than if he gave evidence in a matter 
in which he was concerned ? The old theory of the law that 
interest warped the honesty of a witness was as true as it was in 


the time of King Alfred. 





Mayor's and City of London Court. 


The following circular has been issued with reference to the 
Mayor’s Court jurisdiction of the Mayor’s and City of London 
Court : 

Actions which could have been brought in the old Mayor’s 
Court may be instituted in this Court. 

Ifthe claim is for aliquidated amount a special default summons 
can be issued, and if no notice of intention to defend is given 
judgment may be signed in default. Other actions are commenced 
by ordinary summons. 

Any party in any action beyond the jurisdiction of the City 
of London Court may take out a summons for directions as to date 
and mode of trial, pleadings, discovery, &c., within four days 
after defendant has given notice that he intends to dispute the 
claim, and on the making of the order the action is called, and all 
subsequent proceedings are headed ‘‘ An original Mayor’s Court 
When the pleadings (which follow the High Court 
form) are closed notice of trial can be given not less than eight 
days before the next monthly sittings, and the case is then set 
down for trial before the Recorder or Common Serjeant in 
Guildhall. Therecordis made up and lodged asin the High Court. 
If no order is made for directions, the action proceeds as if in 


action.”’ 


the county court. For fuller details see Statutory Rules and | 
2 
; 


Orders, 1920, No, 2382 /L.61. 


Mr. Thomas Holme Little, of Lynwood, Penrith, head of T. H. 
Little & Co., solicitors, steward for the Earl of Lonsdale’s Cumber- 


land and Westmorland estates, left estate gross value £22,794 
(net personalty, £7,384). 








Stock Exchange Prices of certain 
Trustee Securities. 


Next London Stock Exchange Settlement, 
Thursday, 9th August. 


Bank Rate 4 





MIDDLE 
PRICE. 
25th July. | 


INTEREST 
YIELD 


English Government Securities. 


£ : ; 
Consols 24% ea aa - 58} 4 5 6 
War Loan 5% 1929-47 vit - oe 100,, 419 6 
War Loan 44% 1925-45... ee ee 964 413 0 
War Loan 4% (Tax free) 1929-42 .. =a 101 319 6 
War Loan 34% Ist March 1928 .. -s 963 312 6 
Funding 4% Loan 1960-90 al ~— 903 48 6 
Victory 4% Bonds (available at par for 
Estate Duty) si ae “ _" 9138 47 6 
Conversion 34% Loan 1961 or after od 78} 49 6 
Local Loans 3% 1912 or after 2% ae 66} 410 0 
India 54% 15th January 1932 ‘ -s 10ixd. 5 9 0 
India 44% 1950-55 .. ee os oe 89 5 1 0 
India 34% .. oe oe oe es 694 5 1 0 
India 3% oa ae ew om — 59 § 2 0 
Colonial Securities. 
British E. Africa 6% 1946-56 Pa ws 112 5 7 0 
Jamaica 44% 1941-71 we “s == 98 412 0 
New South Wales 5% 1932-42 or - 101 419 0 
New South Wales 44% 1935-45 .. ns 934 416 0 
Queensland 44% 1920-25 .. oe oe 974 412 0 
S. Australia 34% 1926-36 .. ee ee 834 44 0 
Victoria 5% 1932-42 oe eo oe 101 419 0 
New Zealand 4% 1929 ne ne “ 94 4 5 0 
Canada 3% 1938 -* ee oe os 79 315 0 
Cape of Good Hope 34% 1929-49 .. oo | - 20 gs 
Corporation Stocks. 
Ldn. Cty. 24% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. oe oe oe 564 4 9 0 
Ldn.”*Cty. 3% Con. Stk. after 1920 at 
option of Corpn. .. 664 410 0 
Birmingham 3% on or after 1947 at option 
of Corpn. .. ° o- ee oe 65 $12 0 
Bristol 34% 1925-65, ne és e+ 774ixd. 410 0 
Cardiff 34% 1935 .. an ea os 87 4 0 6 
Glasgow 24% 1925-40 , 74 3 8 0 
Liverpool 34% on or after 1942 at option 
of C orpn. oe ee 78 410 0 
Manchester 3% on or after 1941 ‘vs o¢ 65xd.. 4 12 0 
Newcastle 34% irredeemable ee oe 75 {13 0 
Nottingham 3% irredeemable oe 65} 11 6 
Plymouth 3% 1920-60 <e es oe 684 4 8 0 
Middlesex C.C. 34% 1927-47 794xd. 4 8 0 
English Railway Prior Charges. 
Gt. Western Rly. 4% Debenture .. an 86xd.| 413 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Rent Charges ns 106 414 0 
Gt. Western Rly. 5% Preference .. ee 102 418 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Debenture 834$xd./ 4 16 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Guaranteed .. 83} 416 0 
L. North Eastern Rly. 4% Ist Preference 82 £17 & 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Debenture é 844xd..4 15 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Guaranteed 82}xd.| 4 17 0 
L. Mid. & Scot. Rly. 4% Preference en 804 119 0 
Southern Railway 4% Debenture ee 834 416 0 
Southern Railway 5% Guaranteed ad 104 116 0 
Southern Railway 5% Preference “a 101 419 0 





candidates at the Chartered Institute of 


There were 1,094 
rdom 


Secretaries examinations at the centres in the United King 
when 425 passed the preliminary, intermediate, and final examina- 
tions, the numbers in the preliminary be ‘ing twenty-two out of 
forty-two, in the intermediate 224 out of 555, and in the final 
179 out of 497. Denbigh Robert Walters (London) secured the 
‘Sir Ernest Clarke Prize ” for the best candidate in the final 
examination. Norman Ernest Allott (Hull) secured a certificate 
of merit in the intermediate examination. Charles Plews 
(Sunderland) secured a prize for special proficiency in German. 
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Companies. 
London Joint City and Midland Bank Limited. 


The directors of the London Joint City and Midland Bank 
Limited announce an interim dividend for the half-year ended 
30th June last at the rate of 18 per cent. per annum, less income 
tax, payable on 14th July. The dividend for the corresponding 
period of 1922 was at the same rate. 


Westminster Bank Limited. 

The Directors of Westminster Bank Limited have declared an 
interim dividend of 10 per cent. for the half-year ended 30th June 
on the £20 shares, and the maximum dividend of 6} per cent. on 
the £1 shares for the same period. The dividends, 10s. pershare 
and 1s. 3d. per share respectively (both less income tax) will be 
payable on the Ist August. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical 
order) were successful at the Preliminary Examination held 
on 4th and 5th July, 1925 :— 


Arbeid, Solomon 

Bardsley, Alan Hodkinson 

Barlow, Edward Morgan 

Berry, James Holcroft 

Bradford, James Burnett 

Bradley, Frederick Arthur 

Bradley, George 

Braithwaite, William 

Brown, Frederick Alexander 

Burton, Keith Eversleigh 

Campbell, Stephen Duncan 
Francis 

Carlyle, Thomas 

Carter, John Compton 

Clarkson, Albert John 

Robert. Lrwin 

Richardson 

de Leon, Jack 

Gardner, James 

Grainger, Arthur Herbert 

Guedalla, Francis Basil 

Hadfield, James Ernest 

Harrison, Jack Frederick 
Wynn 

Hodgson, Harold 

Hosking, Dennis Edmonds 

Humphery, Edward Arthur 
Milbourn 

Hunter, Harry Leonard 

Hurford, Hubert John 

Jones, Ronald Loughton 

Kevill, John Dunstan 


Levene, Soloman 
Lezard, Bruce Grant 
Lucas, John William 
Mansfield, Enid Beryl 
Martin, Katharine Brynhild 
Ivimey 
Martin, Rupert Francis Ivimey 
Mason, Thomas Anthony 
Michaelson, Julian 
Milnes, Kenneth John 
Morris, Harold Alfred 
Oppenheim, Duncan Morris 
Oppenshaw, Claude Desmond 
Orme, Arthur John Albert 
Paterson, Dudley Loraine 
Patey, Arthur Ramsay 
Pinder, Noel Ronald 
Richard, Eric Cuthbert 
Pollock 
Robinson, Charles William 
Robinson, Edward Yates 
Rowe, Herbert Edward 
Rowlands, Ernest Armstong 
Sanderson, Robert Tunstall 
Sawyer, John Clay 
Simmons, Albert Ernest 
Simon, Michael Arthur 
Smeed, Basil Walter 
Sturton, Harold John 
Thornton, Ernest Reginald 
Trangmar, Herbert Leicester 
Walker, Rodney Hollinshead 
Lawton, John Francis Weatherhead, William 
No. of Candidates, 107; passed, 60. 
By Order of the Council. 
Law Society’s Hall, ik. R. Coox, 
Chancery Lane, London, W.C.2, Secretary. 
20th July, 1923. 


Dees, 


The Attorney-General, it is stated, has now given his ruling 
on the difference of view affecting Bench and Bar in the House 
of Lords which arose between Lord Birkenhead and Sir John 
Simon at the beginning of May. It may be remembered that 
Sir John Simon’s non-appearance in ar. appeal case in the House 
of Lords led to a censure being passed on him in his absence by 
Lord Birkenhead on the ground that the House of Lords had 
first claim on counsel. Sir John Simon attended two days 
later, and made a full explanation of his position with 
reference to the case. A somewhat lively altercation followed 
between counsel and judge, and Sir John Simon said he 
would submit the matter to the Attorney-General and the 

rd Chancellor for their opinion.. It is understood (says th« 
Central News) that Sir Douglas Hogg has now made his opinion 
known to the effect that Sir John Simon was guilty of no 
impropriety towards the House of Lords, and that nothing in 

condugt was deserving of censure. 





Obituary. 


Mr. R. P. Sumner. 


We regret to announce the death on the 12th inst., of Mr. 
Reginald Philip Sumner, fsom heart failure. Mr. Sumner, since 
the death of Mr. J. P. Wilton Haines a few months ago, had been 
the senior partner of the firm of Messrs. Haines & Sumner, 
solicitors, of King-street, Gloucester. He was a son of the late 
Judge Charles Sumner, of the Gloucester County Court Circuit. 
Amongst the offices he held were those of Clerk of Indictments 
for the County of Gloucester, Registrar to the Archdeacon of 
Gloucester, Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the City of 
Gloucester and the Dudstones Divisions, Steward of the 
Verderers’ Court of the Forest of Dean, and solicitor to the 
Gloucester Diocesan Trust. Until two or three years ago he was 
Registrar of the Newnham-on-Severn County Court. 

Mr. Sumner was keenly interested in the work of the Children’s 
Hospital, Longford, and for many years had been honorary 
treasurer to the hospital and a member of the committee of 
management. He was connected with the Three Choirs Festival, 
of which he was the Gloucester honorary treasurer and a steward. 
He was a regular attendant at St. Mark’s Church, Kingsholm, 
and had held the office of churchwarden. He was a sidesman of 
the church at the time of his death. He was a prominent 
Freemason, being a member of the Royal Gloucestershire Lodge, 
the principal office connected with which he had occupied. 

Mr. Sumner married Miss Dorothy Coleridge, daughter of the 
Vicar of Ottery St. Mary, Devon, by whom he is survived. To 
Mrs. Sumner and her four sons and two daughters the deepest 
sympathy will be extended by a large circle of friends. 


Mr. H. H. Shakespear. 


Mr. Henry Hope Shakespear, senior member of the firm of 
Shakespear & Parkyn, 8, John-street, Bedford Row, W.C., 
died at Kensington, on the 6th inst. aged seventy-four. He was 
admitted in 1874, and had been in practice at: the above address 
for upwards of forty-five years. 




















‘* I would entreat thy company 
To see the wonders of the world abroad.” 
Shakespeare. 


The Fourth 


| Round the World Tour 





Organised and Accompanied by 


Mr. EDWARD GRAY 


leaves London on October 2Qth next. 








HIS TOUR, which is quite unique, provides the 
opportunity for ladies and gentlemen to visit the 
distant and beautiful parts of the World without 
the discomforts and worries of ordinary travelling. 


Not only so, but Mr. Gray’s extensive experience 
ensures that the party will travel throughout with 
the maximum of comfort. 

The tour will include Ceylon, Australia, New Zealand, 
South Sea Islands, The Philippines, Japan, China, 
Honolulu, California and the United States, and will 
occupy nearly seven months. 








Full information respecting this fascinating 
world tour is contained in an illustrated 
Descriptive Itinerary, which may be had of 


Mr. EDWARD GRAY, F.R.G:S., F.R.C.L. 


Australia House, Strand, London, W.C.z2. 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Sir EDWARD MARLAY SAMPSON, K.C., has been appointed to be 
Stipendiary Magistrate at Swansea. . 

Mr. WILLIAM St. JOHN FRANCIS-WILLIAMS has been appointed 
to be Stipendiary Magistrate at Cardiff, in the room of Sir Thomas 
William Lewis, who has resigned. 

Mr. A. WILLIAM 8S. ABID, of Messrs. Leader, Plunkett & Leader, 
has been appointed Commissioner of the Supreme Court of 
Rangoon, Burma, and also the High Courts of Allahabad and 
Calcutta, to act in the United Kingdom. 


Dissolution. 


WILLIAM CLARKE JoTCHAM and JAMES PERCIVAL DONALD 
Ross ORMISTON, Solicitors. 6, Newbury-street, Wantage, Berks 
(* Jotcham & Son”), 28th day of February, 1923, the said 
William Clarke Jotcham retiring from the said firm. The said 
James Percival Donald Ross Ormiston will continue to carry on 
the said practice under the style or firm of Jotcham & Son. 

(Gazette, 24th July. 


General. 


Mr. R. C. Nesbitt, M.P., who underwent a severe operation for 
appendicitis on the 10th inst., and is in a nursing home at 
Tunbridge Wells, is, we are informed, going on very well. 

Mr. Henry John Parrington, of Queen’s-terrace, Middlesbrough, 
solicitor (net personalty, £14,501), left estate of gross value of 
£16 828. 

At the Woking Petty Sessions last Saturday, Viscount Curzon, 
M.P., for whom Mr. Triggs Turner entered a formal plea of 
** Not Guilty,’’ was summoned for exceeding the speed limit on 
the Portsmouth Road at Ripley, on Sth inst. The Bench 
imposed a fine of £5 and ordered the defendant’s licence to be 


endorsed. 


From The Times of 23rd July, 1823 :—‘‘ The convict Miles, 
who was executed on Monday for forgery, was only seventeen 
years old. It is curious to see how opinions change with time. 
The celebrated Horne, in his ‘ Mirrour of Justice,’ gives a list 
of the Judges who were, for various oppressive acts in the 
administration of their functions, hanged by command of the 
great Alfred. In this list there is an account of a judge who was 
hanged for ordering the execution of a youth under the age of 
maturity. Now, however, the fault does not lie with the judge, 
but the system.” 

Mr. John Henry Etherington-Smith, F.S.A., of Butharlyp 
How, Grasmere, Westmorland, Harcourt-buildings, Temple, 
E.C., and East Ella, Putney, barrister-at-law, a Bencher of the 
Inner Temple, for fifteen years Recorder of Newark, and for 
nineteen years Recorder of Derby, one of the Wordsworth 
Trustees, a well-known oarsman, and father of two rowing 
‘* Blues,’ who died on 15th April, aged eighty-two, left unsettled 
property of the gross value of £76,292, with net personalty 
£64,355. He left £500 to his clerk and old friend, Edward Angel. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 1. Eve. ROMER. 
Monday July 30 Mr. Syage Mr. Jolly Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Bloxam 
Tuestay ...... 31 Ritchie More Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE. 
Monday July 30 Mr. Jolly Mr More Mr. Synge Mr. Ritchie 
Tuesday .. Sl More Jolly Ritchie Synge 








VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holders should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. Property is generally very inadequately 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM STORR & SONS 
(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known chattel valuers and 
auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Va'uers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate,furs, furniture, 
works of art, bric-A-brac aspeciality. [ADvrT.] 
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JAMES Simpson & Sons (Bouts & Nets) Lrp. Aug 31 


James Simpson & Sons (Bolts 


T. F. Braime & Co. Ltd. 
and Nuts) Ltd. 


Compagnie Sud-Africaine Ltd. 


Wi ndi no-u p Notices. 4. Enoch Horton, Alma Works, Darlaston 
~. July 30. William | David Midgley & Sons Metallurgical Foundries Ltd, 


THE MERCANTILE STEAMSHIP Co. LID. 


Cogar, St. Ives, Cornwall, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANTES, 
London Gazette. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 


MURRAY & Co. (BRISTOL) Ltp 


TUESDAY, July 24. 


(Import) Ltd. Horton & Son Ltd. 
William Peel & Co. Ltd. The Mercantile Steamship Co 
The Robert Hall Engineering Ltd. 


Aug. 14. Charles Matcham, Co. Ltd. R. Gordr Co. Ltd. 


CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THERE CLAINS TO THE 24, Christmas-st., Bristol ‘ ton at "1 r oo ae 
' . . . Caswin Co. Lt’. > «ms Co. Ltd 

Senn TE Coy ad — WM. H. Pim, Jusr. & Co. Lrp, Aug. 7. Alfred E. Hooker, Sey tend Sheet and A yy ie ‘ ET A sale 
rHE DATF ME 2D. 19-21, Bury-st., St. Mary Axe, E.( Galvanizing Co. Ltd. United Brassfounders and 


London Gazette rvuespvay, July 17 


fur TorresaamM Trapes & Lasour HALL Lrp. July 21 
Thomas H. Taylor, 96, Queen-st., E.( 

Tur COMMERCIAL MUTUAL Credit BANK LTtp July 
Wilfred Reacher, 16, Basinghall-st., E.C.2 

THe GOODMAN Moror Service Lrp. Aug. 10. E. Marston 
Rudland, 14, Temple-st., Birmingham 

‘om Parco ARTHUR LEAD MINING Co. Ltp. July 21. Walter 

:+- %, Old Bank-bldgs., Chester 3, York-st., Manchester 

Honus HALL Room & Power Co. Lrp. Ang. 17 


¢ 


Pell-Iderton, |, Strutt-st., Manchester 


st., Manchester 


") 


Sydney 


Svdney 


ECONOMIC Power Lrp. July 27 Maurice Williams, Phoenix : ic i soci 
} y os. Mi é ’ HCC » erative Soci- 
Works, Oakfleld-rd., Altrincham. ee 
GREERS Ltp. Aug 6. Andrew C. Bowden, 29, Corporation- | powell & Ricketts Ltd 


OVENDEN WARD LIBERAL BUILDERS’ SocteTY Lrp. Aug. 25. 
Arthur Moore, Atlas-chambrs., King-st., Leeds 

SHEPLEY MARPLE MILLS Lrp ' 
Hansford and Alfred James Davies, Parr’s Bank-bldgs. | Kings (Birmingham) Ltd. 


HENRY SIMKIN, E.T., C.1.E., Lrp. Aug. 25. #. W. Aston, | Enfield Allday Motors Ltd. 
Mostyn-chmbrs., Colwyn Bay 
HoyLe & Bartow Lrp. Aug. 21 


Engineers Ltd. 
ety Ltd. Lewis & Marks (Diamond 
Branch) Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 24. 


Che London Publishing Co. The Claydon Properties Ltd 
Ltd Droyisden & Clayton Pro 
gressive Motor Engineering 





Aug. 20. George  vockyer 


Messrs. Bentall’s Ltd. Co. Ltd. 
The Chesham Bois Develop- 
ment Co. Ltd. 


Del Mue Ltd. 
The M. & R. Engineering Co 


Norman Williamson, | A. Mills Ltd. 


Houdtn HALL MANUPACTURING Co. Ltp. Aug. 17 
8, Exchange-bldgs., Bradford ‘The Anglo-American Lt 


Pell-Iiderton, 1, Strutt-st., Manchester 





H. Fuucer & Co. Lrp. July 31 tertram (. Davies, 6, Kast 
parade, Sheffield 

MELVILLE STRAM TRAWLING Co. Lap. Aug. 15. Alec Stuart 
Oldman, Old Bank-chmbrs., Albert-sq., Fleetwood 

THE MERCANTILE BANK OF SCOTLAND LTD. Sept. 6 

acco MANUPACTURERS LTD Aus. | Newsome Thwaite 
59-61, New Oxford-st., W.C.1 
London Gazette. 


London Gazette. —PRIDAY, July 20 Commercial Mutual Credit 


fue GENERAL Brokers & Transport Co. Lrp, Aug. 25 Bank Ltd. 
Edmund (, Wright, 66, Victoria-st | The Associated Fashion 
Rowert HALL ENGINEERING Co. Lrp. Sept. 15. Herbert | _ Journals Ltd 
W. Alliott, 120, London-wall, E.C.2 | N. H,. Charlesworth & Co. 
Thomas Keens, | Ltd 


Per InvestMeNT Trest Lrp. July 24 q 
Bilbao House, New Broad-st., E.C.2 Leach Bros. Ltd. 

Oates (THORNTON) LTD Aug. 20. Bernard A. Bates, | Scheldt Coasting Traders 
t, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Jensives, Davis &o. Lrp. July 30 
2, Courtenay-st., Plymouth 

THR METALLURGICAL FOUNDRIES LTD. Aug 


Ltd 
Frederic West, | Russell Purcell & Kendrick 
Ltd 
20. KE. Marston | H. Fuller & Co. Ltd 
Alec Fowler (Bosham) Ltd 


Rudland, 14, Temple-st., Birmingham ) 
C. A. Stvcnarrn & Co. Lap, Aug. 21. Geo. A. Orme, 71, King- | John Claughton & Nephew 
at., Manchester : Ltd e 
Pearson & Basverr Lrp. Ang. Il. H. Vincent Wood, | The Great Fingall Con- 


District Bank Chambers, Huddersfield solidated Ltd 

Gyies & Freer Lrp. Aug. 16. William H. Yates, New| The Standard Investment 
Walk Gate, Leicester Trustee & Agency Co, Ltd, 

Horton & Son Lrp. Aug. 31 Albert E. Horton, Alma | Constantine Oilfi-lds Ltd, 
Works, Darlaston 

tiver MILL Co. (MANCHESTER) Lrp. Aug. 20 
Adams, National-buildings St Mary's 
Manchester 

ENocn Winkes & Co. Lrp, Ang. Sl 
Alma Works, Darlaston 

Tar SandoaTe HILt Lirt Co. Lrp 
Bouverie-chambers, Folkestone 

RicHaRD Motysevx Lrp. July Sl. A, Carson Bowden 

29, Corporation-st., Manchester, 


— 2 London Gazette 
Oates (Thornton) Ltd 

Albert BE. Horton The Per Investment Trust 

Ltd 

Sciona Steamship Co. Ltd 
Henry Simkin et Cie Ltd. 
The Tyne Coal Hulk Co. Ltd. 
Enoch Wilkes & Co, Ltd, 


Ang. 31. Frederic Hall 





Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


TurEspAyY, July 17 


Jennings, Davis & Co, Ltd. 


| ‘Theatrical Syndicate Ltd. Regent Wholesale Supply Co, 
The Active Co. (France) Ltd. Ltd. 
| The Degreasing Co. Ltd. Supreme Oil Stove & Burnet 


| Albert Mills & Co. Ltd. Co. Ltd. 
A K. Hill Ltd. Lochryan Oyster Fishery Co 
Mendip Granite & Asphalte Ltd. 

Co. Ltd. Wm. H. Pimm & Co. Ltd. 
British Famous Films Ltd. Liantrisant and Pontyclun 
“The Platanes” Ltd | A. J. Brown Ltd. ‘ Motor Co. Ltd. 

Sevin Eves. 14a — ~~ a a Cadishead See Som Te. 

pad . eal Motor Co. Ltd. Shepley Marple Mills Lt 

» * ar Motor Service The Great Yarmouth Motor -" . 

H, C. Dixon & Co. Ltd. Transit Co. Ltd 

F. W. Aldis & Co. Ltd. 

Woolwich Arsenal  Cine- 
matograph Co. Ltd. 

General Brokers & Transport 

Co, Ltd | 
Acco Manufacturers Ltd. 
Stelastic Tyres Ltd. 

The Palace Theatre Co 

(Leeds) Ltd. 

The Billinge Investment Co, 

Ltd 





Bankruptcy Notices. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, July 17. 

BAILLIE, GeorGe T., Erith, Kent, Grocer’s Assistant 
Rochester. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

BARNES, JOHN N., and BARNES, ALICE G., Accrington, 
House Furnishers. Blackburn. Pet. June 25. Ord. 
July 13. 

BATEMAN, The Right Hon. Wiliam 8., Shobdon, Hereford 
High Court. Pet. April i7. Ord. July 11. 

BENNETT, WILLIAM L., Bridgnorth, Confectioner. Shrews- 
bury. Pet. July 11. Ord. July 11. 

BONE, JANE, Goldthorpe, near Rotherham, Farmer. Sheffield 

Davies & Partners Ltd. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

Thomas Dawkins & Co. Ltd. Brooks, THomas E., Stockport, General Carrier. Stockport. 

Coqueta Syndicate Ltd | Pet. July 12. Ord. July 12. 

Norwich Co-operative Allot- | BUCKMAN, ARTHUR J., Heavitree, Exeter, Licensed Victualler 
ments Association Ltd.- Exeter. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

The Killay Transport Ltd. Burke, T. A., Chichester-st., Harrow-rd., Confectioner. 

La Victorina Mining Co. Ltd.| High Court. Pet. July 2, Ord. July 11. 


Tottenham Trades & Labour 
Hall Ltd 


Reddish & District Allot- 
ments Society Ltd 


Fripay, July 20 
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| 

BUTLER, Major. Exmouth, Exeter. . Pet. June 23. Ord. | 
July 13. 

CHARLES, THOMAS W., Holywell, Builder. 
July 12. Ord. July 12. 

CoHEN, LIONEL, Hatton-garden. 
Ord. July 10. 

COLE, ROBERT W., Prickwillow, Cambridge, Farmer. 
bridge. Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14. 

DENHAM, PHILIP S., Norwich, General Shopkeeper. Norwich. 
Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14. 

Fabs, JOHN W., Bursiem, Beerseller. 
Ord. July 12. 

FFRANCE-AISTON, LESLIE H., Barrow-in-Furness, 
Barrow-in-Furness. Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14 

GRACE, GILBERT L., and CHiLps, THomas H. G., Oughti- 
bridge, near Sheffield, Metal Merchants. Sheffield. Pet 
July 11. Ord. July 11. 

GREENSLADE, WILLIAM, Woodford, 
Pet. July 12. Ord. July 12. 

Gamuwoop, JOHN H., Colchester, General Engineer. 
chester. Pet. July 7. Ord. July 7. 

HARVEY, H., Finsbury Park, Cabinet Maker. 
Pet. June 4. Ord. July 11. 

HEBBLETHWAITE, WILLIAM, Smethwick, Motor Body Builder. 
West Bromwich. Pet July 13. Ord. July 13. 

Joyce, FREDERICK H., Canterbury. Canterbury. 
May 19. Ord. July 14. 

Joyves, WALTER, Billingshurst, Coal, Corn and Seed Merchant. 
Brighton. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

KAIsaR, JOSE E. J., Northumberland-avenue. 
Pet. April 26. Ord. July 4. 

LAMBERTON, ARCHIBALD B., 
Wandsworth. Pet. June 8. Ord. July 12. 

LowEs, GEORGE, Swinstead, Lincs., General Stores Dealer. 
Peterborough. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

McCOLGAN, WILLIAM D., Berwick-upon-Tweed, Hairdresser, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

MICHAEL, JOHN, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Electrical Engineer. 
Hanley. Pet. July 12. Ord. July 12. 

MUNDLAK, MAX, Dalston, E., Job Buyer. 
Pet. June 14. Ord. July 11. 

PHILLIPS, HENRY, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Railway Employee 
Newport. Pet. . . Ord. July 14. 

POWELL, ALFRED V. S., Hoyland Nether, Yorks., Confec- 
tioner. Barnsley. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

RICHARDS, WILLIAM, Blaenclydach, Glam., Butcher 
pridd. Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14. 

RIVLIN, Davip, Liverpool, Tailor. Liverpool. 
Ord. July 12. 

Rosinson, Eric, Sunderland, Photographer. 
Ord. July 13 

RowE, EDWARD L., Newport, Mon., Painter. 
Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

SALVADORI, A., Frith-st., Soho. 
Ord. July 12. 

SANDERS, T, MAKINSON, Gloucester-terrace, W. 
Pet. May 31. Ord. July 12. 

SOULSBY, ARTHUR, Sturry, Kent, 
Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

SmiTH, ERNEST, Leeds, Master 
July 13. Ord. July 13. 

SmitH, Horace J., Leeds, Grocer. 
Ord. July 14. 

STUCHBERY, NORMAN, Maidenhead. 
June 13. Ord. July 12. 

TAYLOR, FREDERICK W., Tebay, Westmoreland, 
Proprietor. Kendal. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 13. 

THACKREY, HENRY J., Lofthouse, near Pateley Bridge, Coal 
Dealer. Harrogate. Pet. July 12. Ord. July 12. 

Tisss, J., Covent Garden Market, Salesman. High Court 
Pet. April 27. Ord. July 12. 

TIDSWELL, AMY, Bradford, Confectioner 
July 12. Ord. July 12. 

TURNER, SAMUEL, Neaste, Lancs., Cloth Merchant. Salford. 
Pet. June 20. Ord, July 12. 
Twinine, ALBERT W., Sutton Coldfield, Hairpin Manu- 
facturer. Birmingham. Pet. July 12. Ord. July 12. 
WATKINS, GEORGE, Garlick-hill, Cannon-st., Dealer in Furs, 
High Court. Pet. May 30. Ord. July 12. 

WEEKS, SIDNEY C., Sidmouth, Boot Retailer. 
Pet. June 30. Ord. July 13. 

WILLIAMS, MARGARET, Haverfordwest. 
Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14. 

Witmer, GEOFFREY B., Finchley-rd., N.W. 
Pet. May 26. Ord. July 12, 


Chester. Pet. | 


High Court. Pet. May 23. 
Cam- 
Hanley. Pet. July 12. 


Grocer. 


Baker. High Court. 
Col- 


High Covrfrt. 
Pet. 


High Court. 


Streatham, Manufacturer. 


High 


Ponty- 
Pet. June 1, 
Pet. July 13. 
Newport, Mon. 
High Court. Pet. June 6. 
High Court 
Builder. Canterbury. 


Plumber. Leeds. Pet. 
Leeds. Pet. July 14. 
Pet 


High Court. 


Hotel 


Bradford. Pet. 


Exeter. 
Haverfordwest. 


High Court. 


Court. 


| CLARK, 


| FELIX, 


Witson, J. DOYLE, Rassett-rd., W.10. High Court. 
April 10. Ord. July 12. 

WOLFENSOHN, H., Warrington-crescent. 
Pet April 16. Ord. July 12. 

Wraicat, Percy J., Whitstable, Kent, Coal 
Canterbury. Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of June 19, 1923 : 

PARNALL, FREDERICK H., Bassett, Southampton, Traveller. 

Southampton. Pet. June 2. Ord, June 15. 


Amended Notice substituted for those appearing at page 
4761 and page 4905 of the issues of the London (azette for 
July 6 and July 13, respectively : 
GRIMSHAW, JOHN T., Edgeley, Stockport, Provision Dealer. 
Stockport. Pet. July 2. Ord. July 2. 
Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of July 10, 1923 : 
WESTFIELD, FRANK W., King’s Lynn, Carpenter. 
Lynn. Pet. July 7. Ord. July 7. 
POWELL, HENRY, Shipston-on-Stour, Licensed Victualler, 


Banbury. Pet. July 5. Ord. July 5 


High Court. 


Merchant. 


King’s 


London Gazette, Fripay, July 20. 


THE ARC ELECTRICAL Co., Manchester. Manchester. Pet. 
July 4. Ord. July 18. 

BEADLE, Henry J., Lamb-alley, Bermondsey-st., 
Court. Pet. May 24. Ord. July 17. 

BEALEY, ERNEST, Pensnett, Staffs., Carpenter. Stourbridge. 
Pet. July 5. Ord. July 5. 

BRAMLEY, GEORGE, Nottingham, Beerhouse 
Nottingham, Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

BROCKDORFF, DILLENG J., Gracechurch-st., Shipowner and 
Broker. High Court. Pet. June 18. Ord. July 17 

Brooks, ALFRED T. R., Cardiff, Accountant. Cardiff 
July 14. Ord. July 14. 

BUTTERWORTH, ARTHUR, Bradiord, 
Halifax. Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

CAIN, JAMES, Castleford, Yorks., Club Steward and Motor 
Bus Proprietor. Wakefield. Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

HERBERT, Angmering, Sussex Nurseryman. 
Brighton. Pet. July 18. Ord. July 18. 

COLLINS, FRANK, Grocer, Wallisdown, Dorset. 
July 17. Ord. July 17. 

DAVIES, OWEN, Llanon, Cardigan, Baker 
Pet. July 12. Ord. July 12. 

DRAKE, ALBERT H., Churston, Devon, 
Plymouth, Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16 
Davip L., Great Grimsby, Bank 

Grimsby. Pet. July 4. Ord. July 16. 
FINUCANE, THOMAS F., Hendon, Lecturer on 
Telegraphy. Barnet. Pet. April 4. Ord. July 10. 
ForD, SYDNEY, Redditch, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet. July 18. 
Ord July 18. 
Foster. JOHN F., Newport, Mon., Licensed 
Newport, Mon. Pet. July 4. Ord. July 13 
FosTeR, WILLIAM R., Flamborough, Farmer 
Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 
GALEY JOHN W. D., Leeds, Grocer. 
Ord. July 16. 
GARBUTT, LEWIS, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 
GREEN, WILLIAM B., Kingston-upon-Hull, Fruiterer 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Pet. July 17, Ord. July 17. 
GUTTERIDGE, ARTHUR, Grassington, Yorks., 
Victualler, Bradford. Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 
Harris, JOHN, South Croydon, Builder. Croydon 
June 25. Ord. July 17. 
Heap, P. H., Wallington, Surrey, 
Croydon. Pet. Feb. 28. Ord. July 17. 
Hooton, H. GorDoN, Manchester. Manchester. Pet. June LL. 
Ord. July 16. 
Horner, WALTER R., Stanton, nr. Ware, Company Director. 
Hertford. Pet. May 30. Ord. July 16. 
HorsLey, HuGu F., York, Hardware Merchant. York. 
Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14. 
Hurton Tom, Goole, Draper. 
Ord. July 18. 
HULeTT, ERNEST R., 
Court. Pet. June 12. 
Jonason, Otro A. R., 
Court. Pet. June 12. 
LER, Lieut. G. T., Great 
May 26. Ord. July 18. 


S.E. 


High 


Keeper. 


Pet. 


Commission Weaver. 


Poole. Pet. 


Aberystwyth. 
Farm Labourer. 
Clerk. Great 


Wireless 


Victualler. 
Scarborough. 


Leeds. Pet. July 16. 


Sheffield. 


Licensed 
Pet. 


Company Director. 


Wakefield. Pet. July 18. 


Brompton-rd., Bookmaker. High 
Ord, July 18. 
Hampstead, 
Ord. July 18. 
New-st. 


Shipbroker. High 


High Court. Pet. 


Pet. 


MARSHALL, FRANCIS G., Strand. High Court. Pet. June 15. 
Ord. July 11. 

MENGEL, JACK, Great Grimsby Master Steam 
Great Grimsby. Pet. July 17. Ord. July 17. 
MICHAELS, NATHAN, Stoke Newington, Manager Embroidery 
Workshop. High Court. Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 
MICHAELS, SOLOMON, Hackney, Confectioner’s Manager. 

High Court. Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

O’LovGHuN, J., Letchworth, Boot Retailer. 
Pet. June 27. Ord. July 16. 

ORRELL, JAMES W., Manchester, Shipper’s Agent. 
chester. Pet. July 18. Ord. July 18. 

R. L. Owens & Co., Bootle, Lancs., Timber Merchants. 
Liverpool. Pet. June 28, Ord. July 18. 
PauL, JOHN, Rhondda, Colliery Mason. 

Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

PEACOCK, GEORGE, and PEACOCK 
Sheffield, Engineers. Sheffield. 
July 14. 

PINCHARD, ROBERT 8S. B., Great Leighs, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford. Pet. July 17. Ord. July 17. 
RESTELL, ALBERT E., Mundesley, Norfolk, Baker. 

Pet. May 26. Ord. July 18. 

REYNOLDS, ARTHUR, Great Grimsby, Fisherman 
Grimsby. Pet. July 17. Ord. July 17 

RICHARDSON, THOMAS, Sheffield, Coal Merchant, Sheffield. 
Pet. July 17. Ord. July 17. 

Sams, WILLIAM H., Long-acre, Theatrical Producer. High 
Court. Pet. June 6. Ord. July 5. 

SMEDLEY, WILLIAM, Draper, Goole. 
July 16. Ord. July 16 

SMITH, WALTER, Holme Hale, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

snow, C. H., Queen Victoria-st., 
Pet. May 10. Ord. July 17. 

STEPHEN, HERBERT, Wolverhampton, Wholesale Confec- 
tioner. Wolverhampton. Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

STEVENS, J., Church-st., Clapham-rd., Baker. High Court. 
Pet. June 13. Ord. July 16. 

S. SUNLIGHT & COMPANY, Manchester, Calico 
Manchester. Pet. June 20. Ord. July 16 

SWANN, RoBeERT, Manchester, CGreengrocer’s 
Manchester. “yt 17. Ord. July 17. 

PayLor, RicHarpv C., Banbury, Coachbuilder. 
Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14 

TaYLor, THomMas W., Radcliffe, 
July 16. Ord. July 16. 

rERRETT, FRED, Kingscote, Glos., Blacksmith. 
Pet. July 18. Ord. July 18. 

WalitkE, ALFRED B., Zennor, Cornwall, Innkeeper. 
Pet. July 18. Ord. July 18. 

WATSON, ABRAHAM, Glasshoughton, Yorks., 
Hardware Dealer. Wakefield. Pet. July 
July 16. 

WHITWORTH, JOHN W., St. John’s Wood, Picture Dealer, 
High Court. Pet. April 25. Ord. July 12. 
Winson, JAMES W., Rastrick, Brighouse, Tailor. 

Pet. July 16. Ord. July 16. 

WINDRIDGE, SYDNEY, Wolverhampton, Motor 
Wolverhampton. Pet. July 18. Ord. July 18. 

WooLF, SAMUEL, James-st., Covent Garden, Wholesale 
Fruit Merchant. High Court. Pet. July 17. Ord, July 17. 

YATES, EDWARD, Burton-on-Trent, Fishmonger. Burton- 
on-Trent. Pet. July 17, Ord, July 17, 


Trawler. 


Luton. 


Man- 


Pontypridd. 


Tinsley 
14, Ord, 


DOUGLAS, 
Pet. July 


Norwich. 


Creat 


Sheffield, Pet. 
Norwich 


Merchant. Croydon. 


Printers. 
Manager 
Banbury 
Grocer. Bolton. Pet. 
Gloucester. 
Truro, 
Fruiterer and 
16. Ord, 


Halifax 


Engineer. 


Amended Notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of July 17, 1923: 
FFRANCE-AISTON, LESLIE H., Barrow-in-Furness, Grocer. 
Barrow-in-Furness, Pet. July 14. Ord. July 14, 
TURNER, SAMUEL, Weaste, Lancs., Cloth Merchan'. Salford. 
Pet. June 20. Ord. July 12. 
Ropinsoy, €ric, Sunderlan’, Photographer. 
Pet. July 13. Ord, July 13. 


Sunderland, 





Small Advertisements, 


ONCE 3 TIMES 6 TIMES 

80 Words 4s. Op. -10s.0p. 188. Op. 

Every additional 10 Words 1g, Op. 
extra for each insertion. 








LICENSE 
INSURANCE. 


FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION WRITE: 











THE LICENSES AND 
INSURANCE CO., LTD., 


_ Fire, Burglary, Loss of Profit, Employers’ | 
contge""T Fidelity, Glass, Motor, Public Liability, ete. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of Licensed Property settled by 
Counsel will be sent on application. 


24, 26 & 28, MOORGATE, E.C.2. 


GENERAL 
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HOSPITALS AND 








CHARITABLE INSTITUTIONS. 





BRITISH HOME 


AND HOSPITAL FOR 


INCURABLES. 


Crown-lane, Streatham, London, S.W.16. 


Founded for the Relief 
of Sufferers of the 
MIDDLE CLASSES, 
LEGACIES, 
SUBSCRIPTIONS, and 
DONATIONS 
mach needed and earnestly solicited. 
Patroncse—Hun MAJESTY QUEEN ALEXANDRA. 
Patroe—His Royal Hicuygss Tas OB 
Prestdent—ie Grace The Dorn oF PorTLaND, K.G. 
—EDGAR PENMAN. acs. 


Secretary 
Orrious—72, CHEAPSIDE, LONDON, 
Bankers—BanoLays BANK LIMITED. 





THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND 


WAIFS & STRAYS 


SOCIETY. 


T.M. Toe Kino anp QUEEN. 


Over 25,000 CHILDREN received. 
Over 4,200 now in the Homes. 


Legacies Urgently Needed 


FOR THIS 


NATIONAL WORK. 


PaTRons: 





Further information gladly supplied by 
Rev. W. Fowext Swann, M.A., Secretary, 
Old Town Hall, Kennington Road, 8.E.11. 


Foundling Hospital 








23,732 UNWANTED CHILDREN 

have been Maintained, > and made 
into Usetul Citizen 

a et by —- or Legacy carnastiy solietted. 

OLS, Secretary, FOUNDLING 

HOSPITAL GUILFORD STREET, W.C. 





The Royal Merchant 


Seamen’s Orphanage, 
BEAR WOOD, WOKINGHAM. 


(Formerly of Snaresbrook.) 

FOUNDED 1827. 

PaTRON: 

His Majesty THE KING. 
TREASURER: 
Lord INCHCAPE, GCS. 
CHAIRMAN! 
Sir THOMAS L. DEVITT, Bart. 


G.C.M.G., &c. 


Three 
children of captains, officers and men of the Mercantile 
Marine have brought up in these Schools, and 
bundred and eighteen are at present in realdence, tncluding 
nearly one hundred whose fathers lost their lives by 
“9 submarines and mines. 


Sea Se Cie eemes Ger Gaus & 


Contributions will be thankfully received b 
F. W. RAWLIN 


Offices: Dixon House, Lioyd’s-avenue, 
London, E.C.3. 


thousand seven hundred and twenty-six orphan 


LEGACIES. 


The Salvation ~y A pr £500,000 a year for 
the maintenance 0,000 centres of work, 
each one of which is i. daily operation, and tor 
necessary extensions 

Funds are thus urgently needed to enable General 
Booth to carry on the Army’s great work among 
the Outcasts. 

Gifts may be earmarked for ow special branch, such 
asthe General Evangelical Work of the Salvation 
Army, or for ite Social Work amongst the pe 
Rescue and Child Welfare Work, Homes for Boys 
and Girls in difficult circumstances, Missionary 
Work, Work amongst Lepers, Medica! and Educa- 
tional Work in Eastern ntries. 


LEGACIES ARE SPECIALLY REQUESTED. 
Sheets, bw hy ey e- 2 —) 
on application. 


Cheques should be crossed “ Bank of England, Law 
Courts Branch,”’ and sent to Genera! Booth. 


THE SALVATION ARMY, 


Queen Victoria Street, London, E.C.4. 





Shaftesbury Society 


(INCORP.) 
(Founded in 1844 as THE RAGGED SCHOOL UNION). 
Patrons: THe KIN@ AND THE 


A Pioneer in Child Welfare. 


140 Branches and Affiliated Missions, 
Cripple Mission, Holiday Homes, 
Infant Life Saving, &c. 


L2cacies, Susscriprions & P)ONATIONS 


form the chief sources of income, 
and are Urgently Needed. 


[8m JOHN KIRK, J.P., Treasurer. | 
ARTHUR BLACK, Gen. Secretary. 
JOHN KIRK HOUSE, 32, John Street, London, W.C.1. 


Illustrated Annual Report 
sent on application. 











Bankers : 
BARCLAYS, Holborn. 





DISTRESSED 
GENTLEFOLKS’ 
Aip ASSOCIATION 


(Unpgr Royal PaTromags) 
are in 


URGENT NEED OF FUNDS 


to enable the Committee to 
continue the weekly 
grants to destitute ladies and 
gentlemen, most of whom are 
aged and infirm, and to meet 
further calls for assistance. 


WE EARNESTLY APPEAL FOR HELP. 


Cheques (crossed Luoyps & Co.) to Chairman, 
Admiral Hon. Sir E. R. Fremantixs, G.C.B., 
or Secretary, Miss C. M. Finn, 

75, Brook Green, London, W.6. 





MORAVIAN MISSIONS. 


For nearly 200 years Moravian Missionaries have 
carried the Gospel to the darkest places of the earth. 

Their self-denying, pioneering, Protestant labours have 
been, and are being, greatly blessed among the heathen. 

An increased annual income of £2,500 needed for re- 
occupation of Mission Stations in E.C. Africa. 
LEGACIES AND CONTRIBUTIONS 
much needed and earnestly solicited. Address, The 
Rev. EDGAR ——— London Association in aid of 
Moravian Missions, 7, New Court, Lincoln’s Inn, W.C.2. 





(Registered under the Blind Persons Act 1920). 
Formerly known as Watercress and Flower Girls’ Christian Mission. 


INDUSTRIAL TRAINING FOR 
BLIND . -Y~ CR hg GIRLS 


JOHN GROOM'S CRIPPLEAGE AND 
FLOWER GIRLS’ MISSION 


Incorporated. 
Sec., ALFRED @. 
The e-street, B.C. 
Treas., ERNEST J. LOVELL, Esq. Bankers, ease Co. 
Afflicted Giris are received wy > parts of the Kingdom 





SPURGEON’S ORPHAN HOMES, 


STOCKWELL, LONDON, 8.W.9. 

Seaside Home Branch: BIRCHINGTON-ON-SRA. 
President and Director, Rev. CHARLES SPURGEON. 
Vice-President & Treasurer, WILLIAM HIGGS, Eagq. 
A HOME and SCHOOL Ly At FATHERLESS 


the Beloved Founder, 
Spurgeon. Ay ay The most needy 


cases are selected by the Committee of 


Management. 

Contributions should be sent to the Secretary, F.G.Lapps, 

8 ’s Orphan Homes, Stockwell, London, 8.W.9. 

NOTICE TO INTENDING BEEP — Ou 

last Annual taining a anf ‘orm of Bequest, 
the Secretary. 








will be gladly rT -yy application to 


PLEASE “HELP WITH 
DONATION OR 


institution for 
Stray Dogs and Cats. 


Secretary: @. @UY 8, ROWLEY. 








. Applications respecting Advertising on this page shewld be addressed: Messrs. HOOPER & BATTY, Ltd., Advertising Contractors, 15, Walbrook, London, E.C.4, 














REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823. 
Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament. 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 
LOANS on REVERSIONS and on PREEHOLD 
PROPERTY in POSSESSION. 
The Law Costs on Loans are regulated by Scale. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital £764,825. 


30, Co_eman St., LONDON, E.C. 


,IXED INCOMES.— HOMES FURNISHED 
on an equitable system of DEFERRED PAYMENT, 
specially adapted for those with fixed incomes who do not 
wish to disturb Investments. The largest stock in the | 
world to select from. Ali goods delivered free by Maple’s 
own Motor Service direct to customers’ residences in thirty- | 
ix countles.—Write for particulars to sete tetas aad 


ct} 
Tottenbam Court-road, London, W.1. 


SALTER, REX & 60., 


| ee snd Auctioneers & Valuers, 


311, KENTISH TOWN ROAD, N.W 
and 85, LONDON WALL, E.C. 


Telephones—NoRru 569 and Lompom WALL 1281. © 











